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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source Categories: Oil and
Natural Gas Production and Natural Gas Transmission and Storage
Background Information for Promulgated Standards -

Summary of Public Comments and Responses

The final National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) will regulate
emissions of hazardous air pollutants from oil and natural gas production and natural gas
transmission and storage . Only those operations that are part of major sources under

section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 will be regulated.

Copies of this document have been sent to the following Federal Departments: Labor, health
and Human Services, Defense, Transportation, Agriculture, Commerce, interior, and Energy;
the national Science Foundation; and the Council on environmental Quality; members of the
State and Territorial Air Pollution program Administrators; the Association of Local Air
Pollution Control Officials; EPA Regional Administrators; and other interested parties.

For additional information contact:

Mr. Greg Nizich

Waste and Chemical Processes Group (MD-13)
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711

Telephone: (919) 541-3078

Paper copies of this document may be obtained from:

National Technical Information Service (NTIS)
5285 Port Royal Road

Springfield, VA 22161

Telephone: (703) 487-4650

U. S. EPA Library Services Office (MD-35)
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711

Electronic copies of this document may be obtained from the EPA’s OAR Technology
Transfer Network website (TTNWeb).

The TTNWeb is a collection of related Web sites containing information about many areas of
air pollution science, technology, regulation, measurement, and prevention. The TTNWeb is
directly accessible from the Internet via the World Wide Web at the following address:
http//www.epa.gov/ttn
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1.0 SUWARY

1.1 BACKGROUND

On February 6, 1998, the Environnental Protection Agency
(EPA) proposed standards of performance for the oil and natural
gas production source category (63 FR 6288) under authority of
Section 111 of the Cean Air Act.

Public coments were requested on the proposal in the
Federal Register. There were 54 commenters conposed nmainly of
i ndustry and trade associations. Also commenting were State and
| ocal agencies, consultants and engi neers, environmental groups,
and other interested parties.

The witten comments were submtted, along with the
responses to these coments, are summarized in this docunent.
The sunmary of comments and responses serves as the basis for the
revi sions made to the standard between proposal and pronul gati on.
1.2 SUWMARY OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES S| NCE PROPCSAL

In response to conments received on the proposed standards,
several changes have been made to the final rules. A summary of
t he substantive changes made since the proposal in response to
comments is provided in the follow ng sections. Additional
information on the final rules is contained in the docket for
this rule (Air Docket A-94-04).

1.2.1 Area Source Requl ation

In the February 6, 1998 Federal Reqgister notice (63 FR
6291), the EPA gave notice of its intention to add oil and
natural gas production as an area source category, but did not
amend the source category list to include such a category.

In order to ensure that regul ations applicable to the area
source category are consistent with the Uban Air Toxics
Strategy, to be inplenented under section 112(k) of the Act, the
EPA has deferred the regulation of oil and natural gas production
facilities which are area sources until the Urban Air Toxics
Strategy is finalized. The EPA expects this strategy to be
finalized later this year.

1-1



Several coment letters were received regarding the area
source regulation. Since the regulation of area sources has been
deferred, summaries of these comment letters and the EPA's
responses to these coments are not included in this docunent.
1.2.2 Definition of Facility

The EPA devel oped the proposed definition of facility to (1)
identify criteria that define a grouping of em ssion points that
neet the intent of the | anguage contained in section 112(a) (1) of
the Act: ". . . located within a contiguous area and under
common control, . . ."; and (2) contain terns that are neani ngfu
and easily understood within the regulated industries. The
proposed definition was based on individual surface sites and the
i dea that equipnent |ocated on different oil and gas properties
(oil and gas |lease, mneral fee tract, subsurface unit area,
surface fee tract, or surface |ease tract) shall not be
aggregated. In addition, the proposed definition of a production
field facility was limted to glycol dehydration units and
storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions.

Several comrenters responded to the EPA' s request for
comments on the definition of facility. The commenters requested
clarification of, or suggested changes to, the proposed
definition of facility.

In response to conmments regarding specific clarification to
the definition of facility, the EPA has made several changes to
the definition of facility. The EPA nodified the definition of
facility to point to the definition of "surface site.” 1In
subpart HHH, the EPA has added a definition of "surface site,”
and nodified the definition of facility to point to the new
definition of "surface site.”

The EPA further nodified the definition of facility in
subpart HH by: (1) specifying that "upgraded” neans "the renoval
of inpurities or other constituents to neet contract
specifications"; (2) changing the term"unit areas" to "surface
unit areas"; and (3) specifying that separate surface sites,
whet her or not connected by a road, waterway, power |ine or
pi peline, would not be considered a part of the sane facility.
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O her comenters requested that the EPA clarify, within the
definition of facility in subpart HHH, whether the EPA intended
to exclude facilities used to store natural gas after the gas
enters the local distribution systemof a gas utility. The
commenter recommended that the EPA clarify that the definition of
facility applies all the way to the end user only if there is no
| ocal distribution conpany.

The affected source in the natural gas transm ssion and
storage source category should run all the way to the end user
only if there is no local distribution conpany. Therefore, the
EPA nodified the definition of facility in subpart HHH to state
that if there is not a local distribution conpany, the facility
runs to the end user.

1.2.3 Potential -to-Enit
Several commenters were concerned with the nethods used to
determ ne whether or not a facility was a mgjor source. In

particular, the EPA received several coment |etters regarding
the calculation of a facility's potential-to-emt (PTE) when
determining a facility's nmajor source status. The EPA received
comments stating that the cal culation of PTE should not be based
on equi pnent operating capacity because it would result in
overregul ati on, but should consider the inherent operating
l[imtations of the facility (e.g., declining production |evels
over tinme). Oher comenters recomended that the EPA should
provide a sinplified approach to cal cul ate PTE, which takes into
account design and operational limtations.

Several commenters were concerned that PTE estimates, as
defined in the General Provisions, would be unrealistically high
and woul d subject many small insignificant sources to the NESHAP
requirenents. The commenters requested that PTE be based on the
i nherent design and operational limtations of production and
transm ssion and storage facilities, such as throughput rates.

According to commenters, the throughput of oil and natural
gas production operations declines over tinme, and existing
equi pnent is often designed, constructed and operated based on
high initial production rates. Therefore, the commenters
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suggested that the facilities are usually operated at actual
t hroughput rates that are nmuch | ower than the design capacities.

The EPA agrees that there are certain inherent throughput
[imtations associated with the production of oil and natural
gas, primarily related to declining production rates. Therefore,
the final subpart HH specifies a nmethod for cal cul ati ng maxi num
facility throughput to determ ne maj or source status and
applicability to subpart HH  This nethod is based on a
facility's past production rate and ability to docunent declining
annual operations. However, it is the responsibility of the
owner or operator to be aware of changes that could require a
facility to recalculate its PTE and to do so in a tinely manner.
The owner or operator could be found in violation back until the
point in time at which an engineering judgenent woul d have shown
that the facility was reasonably capable of emtting at ngjor
source threshol ds.

The EPA al so received comrents that the EPA shoul d consider
t he seasonal operation of natural gas storage facilities in
estimating potential em ssions, and that the facility's PTE
cannot be based on withdrawal for the entire season at maximum
capacity. The comenters explained that natural gas storage
facilities nmust spend part of the year injecting gas, and that
wi t hdrawal rates decrease as the storage field s pressure drops.

The EPA agrees that natural gas storage facilities have
inherent imtations due to the nature of their operations.
Therefore, the final rule (subpart HHH) contains a nmethod for
cal culating maximum facility throughput to determ ne nmaj or source
status and applicability of subpart HHH  The nethod is based on
t he maxi mum wi t hdrawal and injection rates and the working gas
capacity for a given storage field.

Several comenters recomended a sinplified approach to
cal cul ating PTE, such as screening equations simlar to those
devel oped for other NESHAP, to take into account design and
operational |limtations.

The EPA eval uated the use of an equation simlar in
structure to the Gasoline Distribution NESHAP, 40 CFR part 63,
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subpart R After extended effort, the EPA found that the nunber
of variables was too extensive to allow devel opnent of a
manageabl e equati on.

Therefore, as an alternative, the EPA devel oped a sinplified
maj or source determ nation (MSD) for HAP em ssion sources in the
oi | and natural gas production and natural gas transm ssion and
storage source categories. The sinplified MSD all ows the owner
or operator of a facility to easily determine (1) if they are
maj or sources and whet her NESHAP requirenments apply to their
facility, and (2) if they are required to obtain a title V
operating permt.

The final subpart HH states that facilities, prior to the
poi nt of custody transfer, that have a facilityw de actual annual
average natural gas throughput |ess than 18.4 thousand n?/day and
a facilityw de actual annual average hydrocarbon Iiquid
t hroughput less than 39,700 liter/day are exenpt from subpart HH

Owmners and operators of production facilities, after the
poi nt of custody transfer (including natural gas processing
pl ants), nust aggregate em ssions fromall HAP em ssions units at
the facility when determ ning whether or not the facility is a
maj or source. Production facilities, after the point of custody
transfer, are likely to have em ssion units in addition to glycol
dehydration units and storage vessels, such as amne treaters and
sul fur recovery units that are typically |located at natural gas
processing plants. Since these em ssions units nust be included
in the total emssions for the facility, the EPA could not
develop a cutoff that woul d reasonably ensure that sources
operating bel ow such a cutoff would not be major sources.
Therefore, production facilities |located after the point of
custody transfer, including natural gas processing plants, do not
qualify for the sinplified najor source determ nation

Usi ng the sanme procedure, the EPA devel oped an MSD for
natural gas transm ssion and storage facilities where glycol
dehydration units are the only HAP em ssion points. The final
subpart HHH states that natural gas transm ssion and storage
facilities operating wth an actual annual average natural gas
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t hr oughput bel ow 28. 3 t housand n?/day are exenpt from
subpart HHH.
1.2.4 Aver agi ng Peri ods

The proposed standards required a 95.0 percent control
efficiency for all control devices, but did not specify over
whi ch averagi ng period the 95.0 percent should be determ ned. By
not specifying an averagi ng period, the proposed rule required
continuous conpliance for all control devices. The EPA received
several comment letters requesting that the EPA specify an
averagi ng period. The commenters were particularly concerned
t hat condensers coul d not achieve a 95.0 percent control
efficiency on a continuous basis and that additional controls
woul d be required to ensure conpliance with the 95.0 percent
requirenent.

The commenters' primary point was that condensers are
significantly affected by changes in ambi ent tenperature.
According to the comrenters, when the anbient tenperature is
hi gh, the condensers are |less efficient. The comenters were
concerned that during the warm summer nonths, condensers woul d
not nmeet the control requirenents. Therefore, the commenters
specifically requested either a 30-day or a 12-nonth averagi ng
period for conpliance with the control requirenents to bal ance
changes in anbient tenperature. |In support of this request, the
commenters nai ntained that using a | onger averagi ng period woul d
create no significant change in the em ssions to the environnment,
but woul d substantially decrease the nunber of technical
viol ations of the standard and reduce the adm nistrative burden
for the industry and the EPA

The EPA reviewed the control efficiency and averagi ng period
requirenents in response to these cormments. Based on the
Agency's review of the possible options, the final rules require
95.0 percent control as a daily average. As an alternative for
owners or operators that install condensers, the EPA has nodified
subpart HH to allow 95.0 percent condenser control as a 365-day
rolling average, based on daily average condenser efficiency as a
function of condenser outlet tenperature (i.e., at the end of
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each operating day, the owner or operator calculates the daily
average condenser outlet tenperature, then cal cul ates the 365-day
average control efficiency for the preceding 365 days, including
the current operating day).

Based on the information collected under the authority of
section 114 of the Act, the comments received during the public
comment period, and site visits, the EPA believes that an
averagi ng period shorter than 365 days is appropriate for the
natural gas transm ssion and storage source category. To the
Agency's know edge, gl ycol dehydration units |ocated at storage
facilities do not typically operate throughout the year.
Therefore, the EPA was concerned that it would take nore than
1 calendar year for a facility to obtain 365 days of data.
Additionally, glycol dehydration units |ocated at these sources
do not typically operate during the warm sumrer nont hs when
condenser efficiency is lower. Although transm ssion facilities
do operate for nost of the year, the EPA believes that the HAP
em ssion units in operation at these facilities are primarily
conpressors, and that nost glycol dehydration units |ocated at
these facilities are used for withdrawi ng natural gas from
storage (i.e., not likely to operate year-round). Therefore, for
condensers installed on glycol dehydration units subject to
control requirenments under subpart HHH, the EPA has nodified the
requi renents to specify that owners or operators that instal
condensers have the option of neeting a 95.0 percent control
efficiency as a 30-day rolling average.

1.2.5 Process Modifications

Several comenters requested that the EPA allow for
conbi nations of controls and process nodifications to achieve the
required control efficiency. The comenters provided several
suggestions for nodifying the | anguage in 863.765(c)(2) stating
t hat the owner or operator could reduce enmissions fromthe glycol
dehydration unit by 95.0 percent through process nodifications or
process nodifications with controls.

The EPA agrees that owners or operators should be allowed to
achieve a 95.0 percent em ssion reduction using process
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nodi fi cations or conbinati ons of process nodifications and one or
nore control devices. Therefore, the final rules contain

requi renents for denonstrating conpliance with a 95.0 percent

em ssion reduction using process nodifications or a conbination
of process nodifications and one or nore control devices. In
particular, the final rules require the owner or operator to
denonstrate how em ssions have been reduced and to what |evel,
and that the facility continues to be operated such that the 95.0
percent em ssion reduction is maintained.

The final rules also require the owner or operator to
docunent facility operations and to provide this information in
the Periodic reports.

1.2.6 Standards for Natural Gas Transm ssion and Storage

The EPA received several comment |etters expressing concern
for the EPA s proposed standard for the natural gas transm ssion
and storage source category. The commenters stated that the EPA
did not have sufficient data to devel op standards for the natural
gas transm ssion and storage source category. The commenters
requested that the EPA delay the natural gas transm ssion and
storage portion of the proposed rul emaking to properly survey the
industry for nore neani ngful data and assess whether a standard
for the natural gas transm ssion and storage source category is
necessary or achievabl e.

Several commenters explained that a review of the background
information for proposed subpart HHH showed that the database
consisted of information on the nethods used in natural gas
transm ssion fromonly two conmpani es and no underground storage
facilities. The commenters noted that the conpanies surveyed
were predom nately oil production facilities that handl ed gas as
a by-product of oil production and that have hi gher HAP em ssions
because they handl e nore liquids with higher concentrations of
HAP.

In response to these comments, the EPA collected additional
data on glycol dehydration units in the natural gas transm ssion
and storage source category through site visits and requests for
i nformati on under the authority of section 114 of the Act.
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Through these site visits and survey questionnaires, the EPA
collected information from83 facilities in the natural gas
transm ssi on and storage source category. The EPA considered
this new information, along with the previously collected
information on the natural gas transm ssion and storage source
category, in developing a MACT floor for existing and new process
vents on glycol dehydration units |located at facilities in this
source category. The EPA also used this information to better
characterize processes and operations at natural gas transm ssion
and storage facilities.

As stated in the January 15, 1999 suppl enental notice (64 FR
2611), the additional data supported a MACT floor of 95.0 percent
for existing and new natural gas transm ssion and storage
facilities. In addition, the EPA announced that the Agency was
consi dering raising the proposed throughput cutoff of 85 thousand
n?/day to 283 thousand n?/day on an actual annual average basis.
A ycol dehydration units operating below this cutoff would not be
required to install controls under subpart HHH  The data did not
warrant a change in the benzene em ssion cutoff of 0.90 My/yr.

The public comrent period closed on February 16, 1999. The
EPA received four coment letters in response to the EPA s
request for comrents and supporting information on the
consideration of a 95.0 percent HAP em ssion reduction as the
floor level of control, on the 283 thousand n?/day nat ural gas
t hroughput cutoff and the 0.90-My/yr benzene em ssion cutoff.

The commenters agreed that exenpting glycol dehydration units

wi th actual annual average natural gas throughputs |ess than

283 thousand 78 n?/day and wi th actual average benzene em ssions
| ess than 0.90 My/yr fromthe control requirenments under subpart
HHH was appropri at e.

However, the commenters indicated that they did not agree
with a MACT floor of 95.0 percent for the transm ssion and
storage source category. The commenters requested that the final
rul e should either exenpt existing sources controlled by
condensers, or require that existing sources controlled with
condensers be controlled to a different level (i.e., 70 percent)
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t han the conbustion technol ogy-based MACT floor. The commenters
stated that condensers could consistently achieve a 75 percent

em ssion reduction and that requiring an additional 20 percentage
poi nts of em ssion reduction in HAP woul d be inconsistent with
the cost-to-benefit analysis in the February 6, 1998 proposal.

The EPA does not believe that it is necessary to provide
exenptions or alternative levels of control for existing glycol
dehydration units that are controlled by condensers. The EPA
believes that this would not be consistent with the Act, which
specifies in section 112(d)(3) that for a source category with 30
or nore sources (such as the transm ssion and storage source
category), the MACT floor for existing sources shall not be |ess
stringent than ". . . the average |imtation achieved by the best
perform ng 12 percent of the existing sources. . .." The data
collected by the EPA indicated that the average limtation
achieved by the top 12 percent of the existing glycol dehydration
units |l ocated at natural gas transm ssion and storage facilities
was 95.0 percent. Furthernore, the data indicated that the top
12 percent of the existing glycol dehydration units were
controll ed using conbustion or a conbination of conbustion and
condensation. Therefore, in accordance with the statute, the EPA
established the MACT floor to be 95.0 percent for glycol
dehydration units | ocated at natural gas transm ssion and storage
facilities, which corresponds to conbustion.

However, the EPA agrees that the supplenental notice did not
address the issue of averaging period for condensers in use at
transm ssion and storage facilities. As stated in this preanble,
the final rule allows an owner or operator that installs a
condenser for control of HAP from glycol dehydration unit process
vents to establish conpliance with the 95.0 percent HAP em ssion
reduction on a 30-day rolling average. |In addition, the final
rule allows the owner or operator to conply with one of the
following: (1) 95.0 percent HAP em ssion reduction, (2) 20 parts
per mllion by volume (ppnv) outlet HAP concentration for
conmbustion devices, or (3) outlet em ssions of 0.90 My/yr of
benzene. The EPA believes that the 0.90 My/yr benzene em ssion
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[imt and the 30-day averagi ng period for condensers provides
sufficient flexibility for owners and operators of existing
controlled gl ycol dehydration units.

1.2.7 Moni toring, Recordkeeping, and Reporting Requirenents

The EPA received several comment letters claimng that the
recor dkeeping and reporting requirenments of the proposed rule
were extremnmely burdensonme. The commenters requested that the EPA
reduce the nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting burden
associated with the proposed rule. In particular, commenters
were concerned that renote and unmanned facilities would be
over burdened by the proposed nonitoring, recordkeeping and
reporting requirements. Comenters also requested that
provi sions be added to the rule to avoid duplicative reporting.

O her comenters requested that flexibility to allow alternative
noni toring, recordkeeping, and reporting be incorporated into the
final rule.

The EPA recogni zes that unnecessary nonitoring,
recor dkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents woul d burden both the
source and enforcement agencies. Prior to proposal, the EPA
attenpted to reduce the anount of nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting to only that which is necessary to denonstrate
conpl i ance.

Al t hough the EPA has not renoved the nonitoring requirenents
for unmanned or renote facilities, the EPA did evaluate the
possibility of reducing the requirenments for unmanned facilities.
The EPA concl uded, however, that the nonitoring requirenents are
the m ni num necessary to ensure that control devices are
operating to ensure conpliance.

The EPA reeval uat ed whet her nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirenments could be further reduced whil e maintaining
the enforceability of the rule. Therefore, the EPA has nmade the
foll owi ng changes in the pronulgated rule to further reduce the
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting burden.

(1) Alnost all reports have been consolidated into the
Notification of Conpliance Status report and the Periodic
reports.
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(2) I'f nmultiple tests are conducted for the sane kind of
em ssion point, using the sanme test nethod, only one conplete
test report is required to be submtted along with the sumrari es
of the results of other tests.

(3) Site-specific test plans describing quality assurance in
863. 7(c) of 40 CFR part 63, subpart A, are not specifically
required in the individual subparts because the test nethods
cited in subparts HH and HHH al ready contain applicable quality
assurance protocols. It should be noted that the Adm nistrator
woul d still have the authority to request a test plan.

(4) Periodic reports are required to be submtted
sem annual ly for all facilities (the proposal required quarterly
reports if nonitored paraneters were out of range nore than a
speci fied percentage of tine).

(5) Areduction in the record retention requirenents for
nmoni t ored paraneters. The proposal required val ues of nonitored
paraneters to be recorded every 15 mnutes and all 15-m nute
records had to be retained. The final rule requires nonitored
paranmeters to be recorded every hour and all hourly records to be
r et ai ned.

1.3 SUWARY OF | MPACTS OF PROMULGATED ACTI ON

The EPA estimated that the final oil and natural gas
production standards will reduce nationw de em ssions of HAP by
approxi mately 30,000 negagrans per year (My/yr) from existing
sources, and 3,000 My/yr from new sources. The final natural gas
transm ssion and storage standards are estinmated to reduce
nati onw de HAP em ssions by 390 My/yr from existing sources. No
new sources are anticipated for the natural gas transm ssion and
storage source category after the effective date for new sources
and in the first three years follow ng promnul gati on of the
subpart HHH.

The nati onw de annual costs (including capital recovery) of
the final rule are estimated to be approximately $4.0 nmillion per
year for existing major sources in the oil and natural gas
production source category and $300, 000 per year for existing
natural gas transm ssion and storage mgj or sources. The total
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annual costs for new major oil and natural gas production sources
was estinmated to be approxi mately $400, 0000 per year. The
econom ¢ anal ysis determ ned that the oil and natural gas
production regulation is anticipated to affect |ess than 5
percent of the total U S. crude oil production, and thus, it is
unlikely to have any influence on the U S. supply of crude oil or
worl d crude oil prices. |In addition the inposition of regulatory
costs on the natural gas nmarket has a negligible effect on
natural gas prices, output, enploynent, foreign trade, and

busi ness profitability.

The secondary environnmental inpacts that occur as a result
of this rule are expected to be mnimal in conparison to the
primary HAP reduction benefits fromthe inplenentation of the
control options. The rule encourages the use of em ssion
controls that recover hydrocarbon products (such as nethane and
condensate) that can be used onsite for fuel or reprocessed for
sal e.

The energy inpacts associated with the operation of em ssion
control devices are not significant. The EPA estimated that the
annual energy requirements to be 38,000 kil owatt hours per year
and result fromthe operation of vapor collection and recovery
systens installed on storage vessels. The EPA estimated that
add-on control systenms (e.g., condensers and flares) woul d not
requi re additional energy.
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2.0 SUMVARY OF PUBLI C COMMENTS

A total of 50 letters comenting on the proposed standard

and the background information docunent for the proposed standard
were received. A public hearing was not requested. A list of
commenters, their affiliations, and the EPA docket nunber
assigned to their correspondence is given in Table 2-1.

been

©o NoghkwhE

For the purpose of orderly presentation, the comments have
categori zed under the follow ng topics:

APPLI CABI LI TY

DEFI NI TI ONS

ASSOCI ATED EQUI PMENT

HAP EM SSI ON POl NTS

| MPACTS

ECONOM C ANALYSI S

LEGAL | SSUES [ OTHER THAN | SSUES ASSOCI ATED W TH THE EPA' S
| NTERPRETATI ON OF SECTI ON 112(n) (4) (A) AND (B)]

PERM T | SSUES

ENFORCEMENT | SSUES

CONTROLS

MONI TORI NG, RECORDKEEPI NG, AND REPORTI NG

TEST METHODS

COVPLI ANCE

WORDI NG OF REGULATI ONS ( OTHER THAN APPLI CABI LI TY AND
DEFI NI TI ONS)

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS

M SCELLANEOUS

GENERAL COMVENTS SPECI FI C TO SUBPART HHH ( NOT OTHERW SE
ADDRESSED)

COVWMENTS RECEI VED ON THE JANUARY 15, 1999 SUPPLEMENTAL
NOTI CE (64 FR 2611)



TABLE 2-1 (continued)

TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON PROPCSED STANDARDS COF
PERFORMANCE FOR O L AND NATURAL GAS PRODUCTI ON AND NATURAL GAS
TRANSM SSI ON AND STORAGE | NDUSTRI ES

Docket |tem Nunber a Commenter and Affiliation

IV-D- 1 G Von Bodungen
Loui si ana Department of Environnental Quality
Ofice of Air Qality
P. O Box 82135
Bat on Rouge, Louisiana 70844

IV-D2 G Hol |'i day
Hol | i day Envi ronnmental Services, |nc.
P. 0. Box 2508
Bel laire, Texas 77402

IV-D-3 J. Henderson
TruTesT Anal ytical Consultants, Inc.
3500 North Causeway Boul evard, Suite 600
Metairie, Louisiana 70002

IV-D-4 R Gow
Quest ar Corp.
P. O Box 45433
Salt Lake City, Uah 84145

IV-D-5 T. LaSalle, HLP Engi neering, Inc.
barryh@i nknet.net (Via e-nmil)
IV-D-6 S. Knis

The Dow Chem cal Conpany
M dl and, M chigan 48675

IV-D-7 V. Lajiness
The Coastal Corporation
500 Renai ssance Center
Detroit, Mchigan 48243

I V-D-8 W Ebarb
H Trading and Transportati on G oup

IV-D-9 J. Matuszak
The Peopl es Gas Light and Coke Comnpany
130 East Randol ph Drive
Chicago, Illinois 60601

| V-D- 10 T. Hutchins
El Paso Energy Conpany

IV-D 11 R Metcalf
Loui siana M d-Continent G| and Gas
Associ ati on
801 North Boul evard, Suite 201
Bat on Rouge, Louisiana 70802

IV-D 12 A. Evans
Consuners Energy Conpany
1945 West Parnal |l Road
Jackson, M ssissippi 49201
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TABLE 2-1 (continued)

Docket |tem Nunber a

Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D-13

I V-D-14

I V-D-15

| V-D- 16

I V-D-17

| V-D-18

I V-D-19

C. Reheis

Western States Petrol eum Associ ati on
1115 11th Street, Suite 150
Sacranento, California 95814

T. Horn

Har di ng Lawson Associ at es

202 Central SE, Suite 200

Al buqur eque, New Mexico 87102

J. Cantrell

Gas Processors Associ ati on
6526 East 60th Street

Tul sa, Ckl ahoma 74145

B. Price
Phillips Petrol eum Conpany
Bartel sville, Cklahoma 74004

R Tayl or

True O | Company

P.O Drawer 2360
Casper, Woning 82602

M Wax

Institute of Cean Air Conpanies

1660 L Street NW Suite 1100

Washi ngton, District of Colunbia 20036

W Airey

Vorys, Sater, Seymour, and Pease LLP
52 East Gay Street

P. O. Box 1008

Col unbus, GChio 43216

I V-D- 20

IV-D-21

I V-D- 22

| V-D- 23

| V-D- 24

K. Beckett

Jackson & Kelly

1600 Lai dl ey Tower

P. O Box 553

Charl eston, West Virginia 25322

V. Anmmirato

Col unbi a Gas Transni ssi on

P. 0. Box 1273

Charl eston, West Virginia 25325

R. Jones

American PetroleumlInstitute

1220 L Street, Northwest

Washi ngton, District of Colunbia 20005

W Flis

Exxon Conpany, U.S. A
P. O. Box 2180

Houst on, Texas 77252

S. Wi sley

U S. Departnent of Energy
Washi ngton, District of Colunbia 20585
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TABLE 2-1 (continued)

Docket |tem Nunber a Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D 25 D. McKi nnon
Manuf acturers of Em ssion Controls Associ ation
1660 L Street, Northwest, Suite 1100
Washi ngton, District of Colunbia 20036

| V-D- 26 W Doyl e
Mar at hon G| Conpany
539 South Main Street
Fi ndl ay, Chio 45840

| V-D- 27 M At herton
Col unbi a Energy Group Service Corporation
12355 Sunrise Valley Drive, Suite 300
Reston, Virginia 20191

| V-D- 28 C. Price
Chenm cal WManuf acturers Associ ation
1300 W1 son Boul evard
Arlington, Virginia 22209

| V-D 29 M Chytilo
Envi ronnment al Def ense Center
906 Garden Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101

I V-D 30 A. Lee
Texaco, |nc.
P. O Box 509

Beacon, New York 12508

| V-D 31 L. Beal
Interstate Natural Gas Association of Anerica
L. Traweek, Anmerican Gas Associ ation
(This conment letter contains a printing error
in the topical report, please see itemIV-G 13
for the correction to this problem)

| V-D- 32 M Lev-On
ARCO
444 S. Fl ower Street
Los Angeles, California 90071

| V-D- 33 M MThomas
I ndependent G| and Gas Associ ation of West
Virginia
P.O. Box 1791
Charl eston, West Virginia 25326

| V-D 34 W Sellars
Chevron U. S. A Production Conpany
P. O Box 1635
Houst on, Texas 77251

| V-D- 35 M Blair
Col orado Departnent of Public Health and
Envi r onnment
4300 Cherry Creek Drive, South
Denver, Col orado 80246
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TABLE 2-1 (continued)

Docket |tem Nunber Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D- 36 B. Mat hur
I1'linois Environmental Protection Agency

| V-D- 37 B. Freeman
Shel |l E&P Technol ogy Conpany
Bel | ai re Technol ogy Center
P. O Box 481
Houst on, Texas 77001

| V- D- 38 M Fish
Enron G| & Gas Conpany
P. O Box 4362
Houst on, Texas 77210

IV-G 1 P. Cantle
Santa Barbara County (California) Air
Pol lution Control District
26 Castilian Drive B-23
CGoleta, California 93117

V-G 2 J. lves
Rocky Mountain Ol & Gas Association
1900 Grant Street, Suite 510
Denver, Col orado 80203

V-G 3 C. Matthews
Interstate G| and Gas Conpact Commi ssion
P. 0. Box 53127
&l ahoma City, Cklahoma 73152

V-G 5 R Wite
TU Services, Inc.
1601 Bryan Street
Dal | as, Texas 75201

V-G 7 R Jones
Dehy Condensers, Inc.
129 N. d enwood Boul evard
Tyl er, Texas 75702

IV-G9 P. Bennett
KN Energy Inc.
One Allen Center
500 Dallas Street, Suite 500
Houst on, Texas 77002

V-G 11 B. Russell
| ndependent Petrol eum Associ ati on of Anerica
1101 Sixteenth Street, Northwest
Washi ngton, District of Colunbia 20036

V-G 12 M  Fox
New Century Energies
P. 0. Box 840
Denver, Col orado 80202
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TABLE 2-1 (continued)

Docket |tem Nunber a

Commenter and Affiliation

V-G 13

L. Beal

Interstate Natural Gas Association of Anmerica
10 G Street, Northeast, Suite 700

Washi ngton, District of Columbia 20002

(This docunent is a correction of the printing
error initemlV-D31.)

V-G 14
V-G 15

V-G 16

V-G 17

I V-G 36

I V-G 37

I V-G 38

I V-G 39

Unsi gned/ Concerned citizen

J. Courville

Loui si ana Departnment of Environnental Quality
Air Quality Division

P. O Box 82135

Bat on Rouge, Louisiana 70884

F. Dow ing

Em ssion Testing Service, Inc.
P. 0. Box 15075

Bat on Rouge, Louisiana 70895

J. Monfries

Met co Environment al

P. 0. Box 598

Addi son, Texas 75001

Vincent D. Lajiness

Director, Environnental, Legislative, and
Regul atory Affairs

Coat al St ates Managemnent

500 Renai ssance Center

Detroit, M 48243

M. Philip Bennett

Manager, Government Affairs

KN Interstate Gas Transm ssi on Co.
One Allen Center

500 Dallas Street, Suite 100

Houst on, TX 77002

Ms. Lisa Beal

Director, Environnmental Affairs

Interstate Natural Gas Associ ation of Anerica
10 G Street, N E. Suite 700

Washi ngton, DC 20002

M. Thomas D. Hutchins, P.E

Director, Environnental, Health & Safety
El Paso Natural Gas Conpany

P. O Box 1492

El Paso, TX 79978-1492

a The docket nunmber for this project is A-94-04. Dockets are on
file at the EPA Headquarters in Washi ngton, D.C.
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2.1 APPLICABILITY
2.1.1 Determ nation of Mjor Source Status

Coment: Commenters IV-D-11, IV-D-13, IV-D 14, |V-D 15,
IV-D-19, IV-D-22, IV-D-34, IV-D37, IV-G 03, and |IV-G 05
suggested that any source currently covered by a Federally,
State, or otherwi se enforceable imt (e.g., title V permt)
shoul d be able to include the control efficiency of the control
devi ce when cal culating applicability to subparts HH and HHH

Commenter |V-D- 11 recommended that the EPA exenpt facilities
that were determi ned to be m nor sources under part 70 fromthe
maj or source definition. The comenter stated that not excluding
"controll ed" sources fromthe major source definition is
inconsistent with the intent of section 112(a)(1) of the CAA
The comment er expl ai ned that several sources in Louisiana have
applied federally enforceable controls well before the date of
t he proposal and that being considered "m nor sources"” under part
70, but "major sources" under this proposal is inconsistent for
these sources. The comenter stated that the two prograns nust
have identical interpretations of the term According to the
comment er, Louisiana sources would be penalized for reducing
em ssions several years before the proposal of the rule, which
sends the wong signal to the regulated community.

Commrenter |1V-D-34 requested that the EPA specifically
require in 8863.760 and 63.771(d) that the potential to emt
(PTE) for an affected source be determ ned "considering al

controls and limtations at the source.” Commenters |V-D-13 and
| V-D-37 stated that the foll ow ng nust be assuned:
. the control device was installed before the enforcenent date

of the final national em ssion standards for hazardous air
pol | ut ants ( NESHAP)

. the control device was installed pursuant to a State or
| ocal air quality |aw, ordinance, rule, requirenment or
conpany busi ness practice that was in place before the
enforcement date of the final NESHAP;, and

. t he operation and em ssion reductions achieved by the
control device are federally enforceable through a
facility's title V permit or through another neans that
woul d ensure federal enforceability.



According to the commenters, their proposed criteria provide a
common sense nethod to calculate PTE for existing facilities that
have existing control devices and that have achieved early

em ssion reductions before the enforcenent date of the final
NESHAP. The commenters further stated that their proposed
criteria also prevent a facility operator from avoiding the
intent of title Il of the Cean Air Act (CAA).

Response: Facilities with HAP em ssions equal to or greater
than the major source levels as established in the CAAA of 1990
are subject to the major source provisions of subpart HH As
defined in 863.2 (subpart A), PTE estimates take into account
those controls installed due to regulatory requirenents of
Federal | y-enf orceabl e prograns, which are defined in 863.2 and
the part 70 permt progranms. Therefore, facilities with
controll ed HAP em ssions | ess than the major source threshol ds
woul d be consi dered area sources. Therefore, by referring to
863.2 of subpart A (see Table 2), subparts HH and HHH al r eady
contain the provisions requested by the commenters.

For additional information on Iimting PTE for section 112
pur poses and for other reasons, please refer to the foll ow ng
menor anda: (1) January 25, 1995 Menorandum from John Seitz,
Director, QAQPS, entitled "Options for Limting the Potential to
Emt (PTE) of a Stationary Source Under Section 112 and Title V
of the Clean Air Act;" (2) August 27, 1996 Menorandum from John
Seitz, Director, OQAQPS, entitled "Extension of January 25, 1995
Potential to Emt Transition Policy;" and (3) July 10, 1998
Mermor andum from John Seitz, Director, QAQPS, entitled "Second
Ext ensi on of January 25, 1995 Potential to Emt Transition Policy
and Clarification of InterimPolicy."

Comment: Comrenter |IV-D-19 pointed to a court case
(National Mning Congress v. EPA, a59 F.3d.1351, D.C. G r.1995)
where the District of Colunbia (DC) G rcuit Court of Appeals
rul ed that the EPA had not adequately justified the requirenent
in section 112 of the CAA that standards that place limts on PTE
nust be "federally enforceable.™ The comment er suggested that
within this rulemaking, limts on PTE are not limted to those
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that are "federally enforceable” as stated in the General
Provisions (40 CFR 63.2). According to the commenter, any
physi cal or operational limtation on the capacity of a source to
emt a pollutant is appropriate. The commenter al so suggested
that the effect a limtation woul d have on em ssions shoul d be
either federally enforceable or legally and practically
enforceable by the State.

Response: In the National Mning court case, the court
required the EPA to reconsider the Federal enforceability
requi renent, but did not vacate the requirenent. As a result,
the requirenent for federal enforceability is still in effect.
The definition of PTE for the MACT program (40 CFR 63.2) is
currently under review and the EPA is engaged in a rul emaking
process to anmend the requirenents in the General Provisions.
Therefore, the EPA has not nodified subparts HH and HHH in
response to this coment.

Comment: Commenters |V-D-08, IV-D-15, IV-D-17, |V-D 20,
|V-D-22, IV-D-23, IV-D-34, I1V-G03, and I V-G 05 were concer ned
t hat PTE estimates, as defined in the General Provisions, would
be unrealistically high and would subject many snal
i nsignificant sources to the maxi num achi evable contro
technol ogy (MACT) requirenments. Comrenter |V-G 03 was concerned
that the PTE calculations this would result in high costs for
controlling | ow em ssion sources, and may force marginally
econom c wells into premature abandonnent. These comenters,
along with coommenters 1V-D-04, 1V-D-13, 1V-D-19, 1V-D 26
|V-D-30, IV-D-31, and IV-G 11 requested that PTE be based on the
i nherent design and operational limtations of production and
transm ssion and storage facilities, such as throughput rates.
Commenter |V-D 04 suggested that Gas Research Institute
(GRI)--G.YCal cTM Version 3.0 or higher (G.YCalc) would allow for
t he inclusion of these operating conditions in determ ning
applicability for affected sources.

According to commenters IV-D-15, IV-D-22, IV-D 31, |V-D 34,
V-G 02, IV-GO03, and I V-G 05, the throughput of oil and gas
production operations decline over tine, and existing equi pment
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is often designed, constructed and operated based on high initial
production rates. Therefore, the comenters suggested that the
facilities are usually operated at actual throughput rates that
are nmuch I ower than the design capacities. Comenter |V-D15
remar ked that the throughput or process rate of a unit is limted
by the oil or gas available in the geographic area where it is

| ocated. The commenter expl ained that the product being handl ed
has uni que chemical characteristics such as American Petrol eum
Institute (APl) gravity, gas-to-oil ratio (GOR), etc., which also
affect the emssions froma unit. The comrenter further
expl ai ned that the other equipnent at the site will also affect
the potential em ssions of a unit (i.e., capping the potenti al

em ssi ons).

According to commenters |1V-D-05, IV-D-15, IV-D-22, |V-D 34,
| V-G 03, and I V-G 05, several States have established, through
their owmn permt prograns, nechanisns to limt PTE. The
commenters requested that this MACT defer to State prograns. The
commenters suggested that the nethodology in the Texas Natural
Resource Conservation Conmission's (TNRCC) O and Gas
Suppl enent al Gui dance Menorandum be used to define the PTE at
inherently limted sources. According to commenter |V-D-15, to
cal cul ate PTE using the TNRCC approach, the operator (1) averages
t he hi ghest site product throughput over the past five years, (2)
mul tiplies that average by 1.2 (raising the throughput 20 percent
covers the possibility if mnor fluctuations or changes), and (3)
uses the highest inpact chem cal conposition fromthe past five
years. Texas al so defines calculation nmethods for inherently
[imted em ssion units and docunentation, nonitoring and
recor dkeepi ng requirenments. Comenter |V-D-34 also noted that
Wom ng al |l ows exploration and production facilities to adopt
design or other limtations under State regul ations.

Commenter |V-D- 22 al so provided suppl enental comrents
(I'V-G 23) and reconmmended that the EPA either (1) specify nethods
for the oil and natural gas production source category to use in
cal culating PTE or (2) provide a sinple federal synthetic m nor
sour ce mechani sm
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Response: The EPA agrees that there are certain inherent
t hroughput limtations associated with the production of oil and
natural gas, primarily related to declining production rates.
Therefore, the EPA has devel oped an approach for determ ning
whet her or not a facility is a major source subject to
subpart HH.  The final rule allows an owner or operator to
cal cul ate potential em ssions using a maxi rum annual facility
t hroughput that is calculated as foll ows:

1. | f the owner or operator of a production facility docunents,
to the Admnistrator's satisfaction, a decline in annual
natural gas or hydrocarbon |iquid throughput, each year, for
the five years prior to the effective date of subpart HH
t he owner or operator nust determ ne the maxi num natural gas
or hydrocarbon liquid throughput as the average of the
annual natural gas or hydrocarbon |iquid throughput for the
three years prior to the effective date of subpart HH
mul tiplied by 1.2. This maxi num t hroughput nust be used to
determine a facility's PTE

2. | f the owner or operator cannot docunent a decline in annual
t hroughput each year for the five years prior to the
ef fective date of subpart HH the nmaxi mum t hroughput used to
cal cul ate PTE nust be cal cul ated as the hi ghest annual
natural gas or hydrocarbon |iquid throughput over the five
years prior to the effective date of subpart HH nmultiplied
by a factor of 1.2.

3. The owner or operator is required to docunent annual
facility natural gas or hydrocarbon liquid throughput each
year and if the facility's natural gas or hydrocarbon liquid
t hroughput i ncreases above the maxi mum t hroughput cal cul at ed
in steps (1) or (2), the maxi numthroughput nust be
recal cul at ed using the new, higher, throughput rnultiplied by
the factor of 1.2.

4. The owner or operator is also required to determ ne the
maxi mum val ues for other paraneters used to cal cul ate PTE as
the maxi mum for the period over which the maxi mum natura
gas or hydrocarbon liquid throughput is determined in steps
(1) or (2).

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-07 and |1 V-D- 31 requested that the
EPA consi der the seasonal operation of natural gas storage
facilities in estimating potential em ssions and that the
facility's PTE cannot be based on withdrawal for the entire
season at maxi mum capacity. The comrenters expl ai ned t hat
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natural gas storage facilities nust spend part of the year
injecting gas and that wi thdrawal rates decrease as the storage
field s pressure drops.

Response: The EPA agrees that natural gas storage
facilities have inherent Iimtations due to the nature of their
operations. Information collected during site visits indicated
that gl ycol dehydration units |ocated at storage facilities
normal Iy operate in the winter when gas is being wthdrawn from
storage fields (A r Docket A-94-04 nunbers 1V-B-01 through
| V-B-05). Therefore, the EPA believes that it is not appropriate
for such facilities to estimte potential em ssions based on
year-round operation (i.e., 8,760 hr/yr). Therefore the EPA has
devel oped the follow ng procedure to determ ne major source
status and applicability to subpart HHH for facilities that store
natural gas or facilities that transport and store natural gas:

1. The owner or operator cal culates the nunmber of hours it
takes to conplete a storage cycle for the facility. The
storage cycle is the nunber of hours for the injection
cycle, calculated using Equation 1, plus the nunber of hours
for the withdrawal cycle, calcul ated using Equation 2.

WGC
IC = (1)
IR ax
wher e:
| C = Facility injection cycle in hr/cycle.
WGEC = Wor ki ng gas capacity in m. The wor ki ng
gas capacity is defined as the nmaxi mum
storage capacity mnus the FERC
cushi on.?
| Rrax = ximumfacility injection rate in
[ hr.

The FERC cushion is the mninumgas capacity allowed for a
storage field, as regulated by the Federal Energy Regul atory
Conmi ssi on.
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WGC

WC i WRmax ( 2)
wher e:
WC = Facility withdrawal cycle in hr/cycle.
WGEC = Wor ki ng gas capacity in s (sanme val ue
used in equation 1).
WRax = ximumfacility withdrawal rate in

[ hr.

The owner or operator cal cul ates the nunber of storage
cycl es per year using Equation 3.
8760 hr/yr

Cycle =
Y IC + WC (3)

wher e:
Cycl e = Nunber of storage cycles for the
facility per year (cycle/facilityl/yr).
| C = Nunber of hours for a facility injection
cycle, calculated using Equation 1
(hr/cycle).
WC = Nunber of hours for a facility

wi t hdrawal cycle, cal cul ated using
Equation 2 (hr/cycle).

The owner or operator calculates the facilityw de maxi num

annual gl ycol dehydration unit hours of operation cal cul ated
usi ng Equation 4.

Operation = Cycles x WC (4)

wher e:
Qperation = Facilityw de maxi mum annual gl ycol
dehydration unit hours of operation
(hr/yr).
Cycl es = Nunber of storage cycles for the

facility per year, calculated in
Equation 3 (cycle/facility/yr).
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WC = Nunber of hours for a facility
wi t hdrawal cycle (hr/cycle) as
cal cul ated in Equation 2.

4. The owner or operator calculates the maxinumfacilityw de
nat ural gas throughput using Equation 5.
Throughput = Operation x WR (5)
wher e:

Thr oughput = Maxi mum facilityw de natural gas
t hroughput in lyr.

Operation = Maxi mum facilityw de annual gl ycol
dehydration unit hours of operation
in hr/yr, as calculated in Equation
4.

WRax = Ximumfacility withdrawal rate in

/ hr.

Since transmssion facilities do not spend part of the year
injecting gas into storage, the EPA believes that the approach
for storage facilities is not appropriate. Therefore, the EPA
has i ncluded different requirenents in subpart HHH for these
facilities to account for year-round operation. For facilities
that only transport natural gas, the final subpart HHH requires
owners or operators to calculate the maximumfacility natural gas
t hroughput as the hi ghest annual natural gas throughput over the
five years prior to the effective date of the rule, nultiplied by
1.2.

The final subpart HHH al so contains requirenments for
determ ni ng maxi num val ues for other paraneters used to
cal cul ated potential em ssions and for docunenting annual
facility natural gas throughput. These requirenents are the sane
as those specified for production.

Comment: Commenters |IV-D-22, I1V-D-26, |1V-D-30, |V-D 34,
V-G 02, and V-G 11 recommended a sinplified approach to
cal cul ating PTE, such as screening equations simlar to those
devel oped for other NESHAP, to take into account design and
operational limtations (e.g., Gasoline D stribution, 40 CFR
part 63, subpart R)
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Commenter |V-D-26 nentioned the possibility of a source
category-specific definition for PTE. Comrenter |1V-G 02 stated
that a sinplified PTE anal ysis should be avail able for
determ ning applicability to subparts HH and HHH for the
foll ow ng reasons:

. oil and gas equi pnment may be oversized conpared with its
avai |l abl e throughput (due to field depletion or future field
devel opnent pl ans),

. operators nust nmake deci sions on several sources, and

. the EPA's definition of what nust be aggregated in subparts
HH and HHH for a major source determ nation can be different
fromthe basis for major source determnation for title V
(63 FR 6300 - 6303 cited).

Commenter |V-D 22 recommended that 863. 760(c) be anmended to
i nclude the foll ow ng text:

(1) The owner or operator of an affected source may denonstrate
that the source is an area source for all purposes under
this subpart by docunenting and recording as required that
ei t her:

(1) [Reserved for screening equations, e.g., the result "x"
of the follow ng equation is "y"],; or

(ii) Specific operational or physical limtations adopted
for the source result in an area source classification.
Such imtations may include (1) paraneters of the
hydrocarbon fluid, (2) operating/production paraneters
of the facility, (3) paraneters of the hydrocarbon
reservoir, and (4) any other reasonabl e and enforceable
par amet er

(2) An area source classification established pursuant to these
criteria shall be treated as part of the design of the
source if it is federally, state, or otherw se practically
enf or ceabl e.

The commenter recommended that the EPA create a process within
subpart HH that streanlines the specification of enforceable
applicability criteria as referenced in nodified 863.760(c)(ii),
above. The commenter stated that they will submt suppl enental
comments providing appropriate criteria and outlining an
appropriate net hodol ogy for establishing this process. 1In their
suppl enental comrents (A r Docket A-94-04, nunber V-G 23), the
comment er recommended a screening process for determ ning major
source status. This process included steps to (1) evaluated the
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source status of glycol dehydration units, (2) evaluate the
source status for storage vessels, and (3) evaluate the source
status of collocated equi pnent. The commenter al so nade
recomendati ons noni toring, recordkeeping and reporting
requirenments.

Response: The EPA eval uated the use of an equation simlar
in structure to the Gasoline Distribution NESHAP, 40 CFR part 63,
subpart R After extended effort, the EPA found that the nunber
of variables was too extensive to all ow devel opnent of a
manageabl e equati on.

Therefore, as an alternative, the EPA has devel oped a
sinplified major source determ nation (MSD) for HAP em ssion
sources in the oil and natural gas production and natural gas
transm ssion and storage source categories, in addition to the
PTE approach outlined in a previous comment. The sinplified MSD
all ows the owner or operator of a facility to easily determ ne
(1) if they are major sources and whether MACT requirenents apply
to their facility, and (2) if they are required to obtain a title
V operating permt.

The objective of the sinplified MSDis to set applicability
t hreshol ds that woul d reasonably ensure that no facilities
operating bel ow such a threshold woul d have HAP em ssi ons greater
than the major source thresholds of 10 tpy for individual HAP and
25 tpy for any conbination of HAP as defined in the CAA. A
detail ed description of the devel opnent of this MSD is presented
in the docket (Air Docket A-94-04 nunber |V-A-12).

To develop this MSD, the EPA revi ewed "reasonabl e wor st
case" scenarios for use in devel opnent of the sinplified MSD
applicability levels. These "reasonabl e worst case" scenarios
take into account such variabl es as throughput, HAP
concentrations, and standard operating procedures.

Based on these scenarios, the EPA determ ned that oil and
natural gas production facilities prior to the point of custody
transfer, with a facilityw de actual annual average natural gas
t hroughput | ess than 650 thousand standard cubic feet per day
(scf/d) can be reasonabl e expected not to exceed the major source
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t hreshol ds. Likew se, the EPA determ ned that oil and natura
gas production facilities prior to the point of custody transfer
with a facilityw de hydrocarbon |iquid throughput | ess than 250
bpd can reasonably be expected not to exceed the nmjor source

t hreshol ds.

St orage vessels nake up a small percentage of em ssions from
a production facility and have different em ssion profiles as
conpared to glycol dehydration units. Therefore, the EPA
determ ned that a production facility consisting of glycol
dehydration units and storage vessels that neet the 650
t housand-scf/d natural gas throughput and the 250-bpd hydrocarbon
[iquid throughput thresholds can be expected not to exceed the
maj or source threshol ds.

Section 63.760 of final subpart HH contains an exenption
that states that production facilities prior to the point of
custody transfer, with a facilityw de natural gas throughput |ess
t han 650 thousand scf/d and a facilityw de hydrocarbon liquid
t hroughput | ess than 250 bpd are exenpt from subpart HH

Omers and operators of production facilities after the
poi nt of custody transfer (including natural gas processing
plants) are required to aggregate em ssions fromall HAP
em ssions units at the facility when determ ni ng whether or not a
facility is a nmajor source. Furthernore, production facilities
after the point of custody transfer are likely to have ot her HAP
em ssion units in addition to glycol dehydration units and
storage vessels, such as amne treaters and sul fur recovery units
which are typically located at natural gas processing plants.
Since em ssions fromthese em ssion points nust be aggregated in
determ ning the nmajor source status of the facility, the EPA
determ ned that it would be unreasonable to devel op a throughput
cutoff that would reasonably ensure that facilities operating
bel ow such cutoff would not be a mmjor source. Therefore,
production facilities |ocated after the point of custody
transfer, including natural gas processing plants, do not qualify
for the sinplified MSD
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Usi ng this same approach, the EPA determ ned that natural
gas transm ssion and storage facilities wwth a facilityw de
actual annual average natural gas throughput less than 1 mllion
standard cubic feet per day (Mvwscf/d), can reasonably be expected
not to exceed the major source thresholds (Air Docket A-94-04
nunmber |V-A-15). Section 63.1270 of final subpart HHH states
that facilities operating with an actual average annual natural
gas throughput less than 1 Mvscf/d are exenpt from subpart HHH
However, since owners or operators of facilities in the natural
gas transm ssion and storage source category must aggregate
em ssions fromall HAP em ssions units to determ ne nmj or source
status, this exenption only applies to facilities where gl ycol
dehydration units are the only HAP em ssions unit.

Comment: Commenter |V-D- 26 reconmended using the logic in
the EPA's 1995 Potential to Emt Transition Policy. Under this
policy, sources with |low em ssions (e.g., |ess than 50 percent of
maj or source thresholds) may be deemed nonmajor if records of
actual em ssions are kept. Comrenters |V-D-08, |V-D 20, and
| V-D- 22 suggested the use of witten docunentati on of physica
and operational limtations that would be federally, State, or
ot herwi se practically enforceable. The comenters recomended
that the EPA provide operators the ability to sel ect maximm
annual |evels for product throughput, and conti nuous maxi muns for
physi cal paranmeters of the product received and operating
paranmeters under which the unit will be operated. The operator
woul d then cal cul ate PTE based on these maxi nuns usi ng accepted
cal cul ati on procedures (e.g., Vasquez-Beggs, or G.YCalc) and MACT
woul d apply if the aggregate PTE cal cul ated based on maxi muns
exceeds the major source threshol ds.

Response: In the January 25, 1995 policy nmenorandum
entitled "Options for Limting the Potential to Emt (PTE) of a
Stationary Source Under Section 112 and Title V of the Clean Ar
Act (Act)," the EPA issued a transition policy for section 112
and title V (this menmorandumis available on the EPA's web site
at Internet address http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg/t5pgm htmnl).
This transition policy addressed concerns that some sources may
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face gaps in the ability to acquire federally enforceable PTE
l[imts because of delays in State adoption of EPA approval of
prograns or in their inplenmentation. In order to ensure that
such gaps woul d not create adverse consequences for States or for
sources, the EPA provided that during a 2-year period extending
fromJanuary 1995 through January 1997, for sources | acking
federally enforceable limtations, State and |ocal air regulators
had the option of treating the follow ng types of sources as

non- maj or under section 112 and in their title V prograns:

1. sources that naintain adequate records to denonstrate
that their actual em ssions are | ess than 50 percent of
t he applicable major source threshold, and have
continued to operate at |ess than 50 percent of the
t hreshol d since January 1994, and

2. sources wth actual em ssions between 50 and 100
percent of the mmjor source threshold, but which hold
State-enforceable |imts that are enforceable as a
practical matter.

On August 27, 1996, this transition policy was extended unti l
July 31, 1998 (Internet site
http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg/t5pgmhtm). On July 10, 1998, in a
menor andum entitl ed "Second Extension of January 25, 1995
Potential to Emt Transition Policy and Clarification of Interim
Policy" (Internet site http://ww.epa.gov/ttn/oarpg/t5pgmhtm),
t he EPA announced a second extension of the transition policy.
These extensions were provi ded because the EPA is engaged in a
rul emaki ng process to consider anmendnents to the current PTE
requi renents. Currently, the PTE rul emaki ng, which wll| address
the PTE requirenents in the General Provisions (40 CFR part 63,
subpart A) and the title V operating permts program has not
been conpleted. These rule anmendnents will affect federal
enforceability requirenments for PTE limts under these prograns.
Thus, there will continue to be uncertainty with respect to
federally enforceable limts. Therefore, in the July 10, 1998,
the EPA extended the transition policy until Decenber 31, 1999,
or until the effective date of the final rule in the PTE

rul emaki ng, whi chever is sooner.
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The EPA expects that the rulenmaking will be conpl eted before
Decenber 31, 1999, and owners or operators will have the option
of conmplying wwth the PTE rul emaking as well as the procedures
specified in subparts HH and HHH
2.1.2 Exenpti ons
Black Q|

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-17 and |1 V-D-24 were concerned
about the exenption criteria for facilities that process, store,

or transfer black oil. Comenter |V-D-24 supported the use of a
bl ack oil exenption in the proposed standards. Comenter |V-D 17
suggested that pipelines that transmt "black oil" should not be

further considered a potential HAP source.

Response: As stated in the preanble to the proposed rule,
pi pelines that handl e hydrocarbon liquids after the point of
custody transfer are not within the scope of the oil and natural
gas production source category (63 FR 6291). The EPA plans to
define the organic liquids distribution (non-gasoline) source
category to include those facilities that distribute hydrocarbon
liquids after the point of custody transfer. Since black oil is
defined as a hydrocarbon liquid, facilities that transmt bl ack
oil after the point of custody transfer will be covered under the
organic liquids distribution NESHAP. The EPA does not believe
t hat addressing this issue within subpart HH is necessary.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-20 and |IV-D 33 questioned the
EPA's basis for the definition of black oil in subpart HH
Commenter |1V-D-20 stated that it was unclear whether this
definition was based upon an assessnent of HAP em ssions or upon
the determ nation that black oil that neets this definition in
certain quantities and stored in a specific manner woul d result
i n adverse inpact upon human heal th and/or the environnent.

Commenters 1V-D-12, 1V-D-33, and |IV-D 38 requested changes
to the GOR and APl gravity cutoffs proposed in the definition of
black oil in subpart HH To be consistent with industry
practice, comrenter |V-D-12 requested that the definition of
bl ack oil be revised to a GOR of | ess than 5,000 standard cubic
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feet per barrel (scf/bbl) and commenters IV-D-12 and |V-D 38
requested an APl gravity |less than 500. Commenter |V-D 33
requested that the threshold be changed froman APl gravity of
400 to 450, which would provide additional regulatory relief to
producers al ready hindered by marginal production in the

Appal achi an region. According to the comenter, Appal achi an
Basi n crude oil runs between 40 and 450. [Note: The commenter
had 450 instead of 400 as the proposed specific gravity
threshold. A typographical error is likely.]

Response: During the devel opnent of proposed subpart HH
i ndustry representatives stressed that their industry was
conposed of large nunbers of facilities that handl e black oil and
that black oil was not a significant contributor to overal
source category HAP em ssions. The EPA eval uated the avail abl e
information and agreed that facilities that process black oil
were not significant sources of overall HAP em ssions fromthe
source category. Therefore, the EPA devel oped an exenption for
facilities that exclusively process, handle and store black oil.

Furthernore, the EPA did not identify control technol ogies
designed to reduce HAP in use at existing facilities that
excl usively process, handle, or store black oil. Therefore, the
EPA determ ned that the MACT floor was no control. This
determ nati on was not nmade based on health risks associated with
bl ack oil.

The EPA devel oped the definition for black oil (A r Docket
A-94- 04 nunber |V-A-05) based on a series of articles by WIIliam
D. McCain (primary author).??® According to the information in
these articles, five types of reservoir fluids exist: black oil,
volatile oil, retrograde gas-condensate, wet gas, and dry gas.

O these, black oils and volatile oils exist as liquids in the

McCain, WIlliamD. "Heavy Conponents Control Reservoir
Fluid Behavior." Journal of Petroleum Technol ogy. Septenber
1994. pages 746-750.

3McCain, WIlliamD. "Black Ols and Volatile Ols - Wuat's
the Difference." Petroleum Engi neer International. Novenber
1993. pages 24-27.
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reservoir. Black oil, which is a mxture of chem cal species
rangi ng from nmethane to | arge, heavy, nonvolatile nolecules, is
in solution with dry gas, which is primarily nethane.* Volatile
oils, which contain fewer heavy nolecules, are in solution with
retrograde gas, which has fewer of the heavy organic nol ecul es.
Reservoir fluid types are indicated by rules of thunb based
on initial producing GOR stock-tank liquid gravity, and
stock-tank liquid color. Fluid type is usually determ ned by
initial producing GOR and can be confirmed using stock-tank
gravity and color. [Note: The distinction between initial
produci ng GOR and producing GOR is inportant. As reservoir
pressure decreases over tinme, the producing GOR for black oi
i ncreases. Therefore, if any other GOR is used, the facility may
not appear to qualify for the exenption.] The rule-of-thunb for
volatile oils is an initial producing GOR of at |east

1,750 scf/bbl. Volatile oil is also suspected with a gravity of
400 or nore and a color that is brown, reddish, orange, or green.
The rule-of-thunb for black oil is an initial producing GOR | ess

than 1,750 scf/bbl and an APl gravity |less than 459 and a col or
that is dark, usually black (sonetines with a greenish cast) or
br own.

The EPA used the descriptions of black oil fromthese
articles to devel op the proposed definition of black oil. Since
color determnation is subjective, the EPA selected initial
produci ng GOR and APl gravity as quantifiable criteria for
defining black oil. In addition, since the APl gravity criteria
overlap for black oil and volatile oil, the EPA chose the | ower,
nore conservative value of 400 for the black oil definition. The
EPA believes that using a higher APl gravity to define black oil,
such as 45 or 500 as recommended by the commenters, would

increase the possibility that the liquid is a volatile oil, thus
exenpting sources that are |likely to have hi gher HAP em ssi ons.
The criteria for defining black oil, which were obtained directly

fromw dely recogni zed definitions of black oil and volatile oi

* Reference 2.
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that are used in the oil and natural gas industry, are
technically sound for identifying which sources are included as
black oil facilities. Therefore, the EPA has not nmade any
changes to the definition of black oil in response to these
conment s.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-01 and |1 V-D-29 were concerned that
the exenption criteria would exenpt facilities with significant
em ssions. Commenter |1V-D-01 requested that the EPA delete the
provi sion exenpting black oil facilities fromthe requirenents of
t he subpart [863.760(e)]. According to the comenter, nost oi
and gas production facilities in Louisiana would probably be
exenpt fromthe subpart. Furthernore, the commenter stated that
oil with an APl gravity of 40 degrees is light crude and is
al nost condensate. The commenter also stated that oil with a GOR
of 1,750 scf/bbl would be expected to result in high gas
producti on.

Commenter |V-D 29 supported | owering the black oi
applicability thresholds froma gas-to-oil ratio (GOR) |ess than
1, 750 scf/bbl and an APl gravity less than 400 to a GOR of |ess
than 1,250 scf/bbl and an APl gravity |less than 27 or 280. The
commenter was concerned that the proposed applicability
threshol ds for black oil would exenpt nearly all tank batteries
in Santa Barbara County, California (diesel fuel has an API
gravity of 380).

Response: Based on an evaluation of the available
information, the EPA determned that there is a | ow potential for
HAP em ssions fromblack oil in the oil and natural gas
production source category. The top 12 percent of facilities in
this subcategory were not controlled, and due to the | ow
em ssions potential, it was determned to be not cost effective
to go beyond the MACT floor. Therefore, the EPA established an
exenption fromregulatory requirenents in subpart HH for those
facilities that exclusively handl e black oil.

Furt hernore, based on the EPA's understandi ng of the
characteristics of black oil, there may be significant gas
production fromfacilities that exclusively handle black oil.
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However, this gas would primarily have a | ow noi sture content,
and generally have a | ow potential for HAP em ssions. Therefore,
the EPA believes that facilities that process, store or handle

bl ack oil are not significant sources of HAP em ssions and has
not made any changes to the black oil definition in response to
this cooment. The EPA believes that the proposed applicability
cutoffs are appropriate.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-02 recommended that the EPA
elimnate the definition for black oil in subpart HH and "define
oil for purposes of part 63 as liquid hydrocarbons as M neral
Managenent Service (MVS) does (30 CFR 8206.51)." The conmenter
agreed with the proposal to exenpt black oil facilities provided
the definition of black oil was correct. According to the
commenter, defining black oil, which is dependant on many
vari abl es, makes subpart HH too conpl ex, and mekes enforcenent
i npossi ble. The commenter stated that the EPA's definition of

"black oil" is arbitrary and capricious, and "totally neglects
| ong established and technically supportable definitions of
condensate and oil." The comrenter noted that the EPA did not

i nclude a discussion on reservoir condition of the hydrocarbon.
The commenter stated that although the EPA was correct in

di vi di ng hydrocarbons into two categories (black oil and
condensate), industry and MVS divide hydrocarbons differently
into "oil" and "condensate.” The commrenter suggested that

i mposing two conflicting definitions of condensate and oil w |
result in unwarranted confusion within industry and the agency.
The comenter felt that the EPA's approach to define "black oil"
as sonmething different from"oil" is not technically correct and
i s confusing.

Response: As stated in a previous response, the definition
of black oil was devel oped using industry-defined terns. The EPA
believes that the gas that evolves from black oil does not
contain significant anmounts of HAP. Therefore, the distinction

bet ween bl ack oil and volatile oil is inportant. The comrenter's
proposed oil definition does not distinguish between vol atile oi
and black oil. Therefore the EPA believes that a bl ack oi
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definition based on the MVS definition of oil would exenpt
sources with significant HAP em ssi ons.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-16 recomrended that 863.760(e) be
amended to allow for the production of 10 thousand cubic feet per
day (MCF/ D) of casing head gas for facilities that are otherw se
subject to the black oil exenption. The commenter explained that
nost oil production facilities that process "black oil" produce a
smal | anmount of "casing-head gas." The comenter defined
"casi ng-head gas" as a gas dissolved in the oil that separates
fromthe oil as production occurs. According to the conmenter,

t he casi ng-head gas produced by a black oil facility is not
economcally significant, but is a by-product of the oil
production process.

Response: Instead of specifying casing head gas as being
al l oned, the EPA believes that any gas brought on site for fuel
or gas generated fromblack oil should be allowed at a bl ack oi
facility. Therefore, 863.760(e)(1l) states that for subpart HH
"...a black oil facility that uses natural gas for fuel, or
generates gas fromblack oil..." is still exenpt.

G ycol Dehydration Units

Comment: Several commenters referred to the flowate and
benzene em ssion rate exenptions for glycol dehydration units.
Commenter |V-D-07 requested gui dance on determ ni ng the annua
average for dehydrator de mnims and recommended that the
gui dance be provided in 863.772(b). Comenters |V-D 24 and
| V-D- 35 supported the use of flowate and benzene em ssion rate
exenptions as it focuses on higher em ssions, and according to
commenter |V-D-35, triethylene glycol (TEG units are usually
| ocated only at area sources. Commenter |V-D- 12 requested that
the EPA clarify the nmethods proposed for determ ning dehydrat or
HAP em ssi on-based applicability and that the EPA provide
exanpl es to show how t hese net hods shoul d be appli ed.

Response: In response to several comrents the EPA has nade
changes to final subparts HH and HHH to clarify the conpliance
denonstration requirenents (see section 2.14 for further
di scussion). In addition, 8863.772(b) of final subpart HH and
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63.1282(a) of final subpart HHH specify how the average natural
gas flowate is to be calculated. The final rules specify that
em ssions nust be determ ned based on representative operations
and the EPA believes that the owner or operator should have
records for the representative operation of each glycol
dehydration unit. The EPA will be publishing inplenmentation
gui dance follow ng promul gati on of subparts HH and HHH

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-29 stated that they support the
fol | ow ng:

(1) lowering the natural gas applicabilhéy t hreshold for glycol
dehydration units from 85 thousand to 42 thousand
The conmenter stated that the EPA offered no real
justification for the selected applicability threshold,

(2) lowering the benzene em ssion applicability threshold for
gl ycol dehydration units fromO0.9 ton per year to 0.5 ton
per year. The commenter stated that the potential health
effects of benzene exposure and the significance of total
HAP em ssions fromthe source category justify this change,

(3) replacing "or" with "and" when discussing glycol dehydration
unit applicability thresholds. Thus, only those units that
nmeet both the natural gas throughput and benzene em ssion
rate woul d be exenpted fromthe 95-percent control |evel
and

(4) establishing control neasures for those glycol dehydration
units that do neet all the applicability thresholds.
Response: The EPA eval uated several options in attenpting

to establish applicability criteria for glycol dehydration units.

These options included a series of throughput, benzene em ssion

rates, and the use of the term"or" or "and" within the

applicability criteria. Based on its evaluation and to exenpt

t hose em ssion points with | ow HAP em ssions, the EPA does not

believe that changing its applicability criteria for glycol

dehydration units is necessary. Furthernore, there was no

evi dence available to the Adm nistrator to suggest that sources

with flowrates less than 3 Mvscf/d or benzene em ssions |ess

than 1 tpy are controlled at the floor, and it was not cost
effective to go beyond the floor.
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Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-10 requested clarification of the
term "benzene em ssions to the atnosphere,” for the 1 tpy cutoff.
The comrenter requested that the term nmean actual benzene
em ssi ons.

Response: It was the EPA's intent to specify actual average
benzene em ssions and has revi sed proposed 8863. 764(e) and
63.1274(b) (now codified at 863.764(e)(1l) of final subpart HH and
863.1274(d) (1) of final subpart HHH) to clarify that actual
aver age benzene em ssions nust be calculated for the 1-tpy
exenpti on.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-05 stated that, as proposed, the
regul ati ons woul d exenpt a glycol unit that processes |ess than
3 Mvscf/d on an annual average, but is permtted to process nore
than 3 Mvscf/d annually. The commenter stated that this would
mean that PTE is not a factor as it historically has been in
determ ning affected units.

Response: The EPA proposed this applicability criteria to
exenpt those glycol dehydration units for which the MACT fl oor
was identified to be no control. These glycol dehydration units
are not exenpt fromthe subpart, but are exenpt fromthe contro
requi renents of subparts HH and HHH.°> However, records of this
actual average throughput level (or the other applicability
criteria) nust be docunented and maintained annually to remain
exenpted fromthe control requirenents.

The EPA has know edge of facilities that operate their
gl ycol dehydration units above their nanmepl ate capacity.
Therefore, maintaining records of design capacity would not
ensure operation below the throughput cutoffs. Therefore,

8863. 774(d) (1) and 63.1284(d)(1) of the final rules specify that

°I't should be noted that these criteria are not related to
the determ nation of PTE. Sources that neet these criteria are
not subject to the control requirenents of subparts HH and HHH
but are still subject the NESHAP. In a previous response, the
EPA has announced the addition of an applicability cutoff for
whi ch production facilities and transm ssion and storage
facilities below this value would not be subject to the NESHAP
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actual annual average natural gas throughput nust be nmaintained,
not the design capacity. Simlarly, the final rules contain
criteria for docunenting actual average benzene em ssions
[codified at 8863.774(d)(2) and 63.1284(d)(2)].

Comment: Commenters |1V-D-07 and |1 V-D-31 requested that the
EPA make provisions in the PTE determnation for fluctuations in
wat er content and gas conposition w thout having to sanple the
gas stream frequently.

Response: It is the EPA s understanding that, based on
avai l abl e information fromthe production industry, water content
and gas conposition remain relatively constant if the source of
the input streans (such as reservoirs) does not change. However,
al t hough dramatic fluctuations in water content and gas
conpositions may occur in the transm ssion and storage industry,
it is believed that they would be over a short period.
Furthernore, since PTE is a worst case cal cul ati on, the EPA does
not believe that frequent sanpling would be required. However,
sanpling would be required if the source of the input stream
changed. Therefore, the EPA has not nodified subparts HH and HHH
in response to these conments.

Storage Vessels with the Potential for Flash Enmi ssions

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-03 requested that the proposed
storage tank exenption/control criteria be based on "credible
engi neering test nmethods supported by fundanental principles of
fluid phase behavior."”™ The conmenter provided a Society of
Pet rol eum Engi neers journal article entitled Test Method for
"Actual " True Vapor Pressure of Crude Qls. The article
presented data for flash gas em ssions fromblack oil. According
to the article, a 350 APl oil with a GOR of 13.4 scf/bbl had the
flash gas em ssion potential to exceed benzene, tol uene, ethyl
benzene, xylene (BTEX) rates of 10 tpy with | ess than 5, 000
bbl /day. The commenter noted that this oil would have been
exenpted fromthe control requirements. The conmenter further
noted that the DOE has degassed this oil to prevent such high
em Ssi ons.
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Commenter |V-G 01 suggested that breathing, working, and
flashing | osses fromcrude oil storage tanks are "significant”
when storage tanks have gas to oil ratios and APl gravities |ess
than the m ninuns specified in subpart HH  The conmenter
provi ded an exanpl e cal cul ati on of tank em ssions to show how HAP
em ssions froma crude oil storage tank coul d exceed 5 tons per
year [and exceed 16 tons per year of total reactive organic
conmpounds (ROC)]. The commenter was concerned that subpart HH
as currently witten, may not reflect the maxi num degree of
reducti on of HAP emi ssions for oil and gas production sources.

Response: The criteria of an APl gravity equal to or
greater than 40 degrees and an initial producing GOR equal to or
greater than 0. 31 m/liter were used in the proposed rule to
define storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions.
The EPA's anal ysis of storage vessels that contain hydrocarbon
liquids that have APl gravity and initial produci ng GOR higher
than these criteria indicate the potential for significant flash
em ssi ons.

The EPA devel oped the definition for storage vessels with
the potential for flash em ssions based on criteria (i.e., AP
gravity and GOR) that were easily recognized by industry
personnel and relatively easy to obtain. Furthernore, these
criteria are based on hydrocarbon |[iquid characteristics.

According to section 112(d)(1), the Admnistrator is
required to establish em ssion standards for each category of
maj or sources. Section 112(d)(1) states that "The Adm nistrator
may di stinguish anong cl asses, types, and sizes of sources within
a category or subcategory in establishing such standards.

In addition, section 112(d)(3) states that em ssion standards for
exi sting sources in a category nmay be no |l ess stringent than the
MACT f 1l oor.

As stated in a previous response, the EPA has established
that anmong the class of sources referred to as bl ack oi
facilities, the MACT floor is no control. For the class of
sources defined as storage vessels wth the potential for flash
em ssions (which includes storage vessels that do not process
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black oil), the EPA evaluated ". . . the average em ssion
[imtation achi eved by the best perform ng 12 percent of the
exi sting sources (for which the Adm ni strator has em ssions
information),. . ." (section 112(d)(3)(A) of the Act). The EPA
determ ned that the top 12 percent of existing storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions were controll ed.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-03 provided an exanpl e, devel oped
at the Strategic Petrol eum Reserve, of a condensate with a GOR
greater than 20,000 standard cubic feet per barrel (scf/bbl) and
a 450 APl gravity. The condensate was anal yzed using the
Equi VapT™™ nethod. The condensate stream was deternined to have
flash gas em ssions potential due to true vapor pressures greater
than atnmospheric. However, EquiVap'™ also identified that after
the liquid was further stabilized by the flash tank, no flash gas
em ssions were generated because the liquid had a true vapor
pressure | ess than atnospheric. According to the commenter, the
"arbitrary exenption/controls criteria would have required costly
recovery and incineration of nonexistent flash gases fromthis
stream even after it had been properly stabilized by the upstream
flash tank."

Response: The EPA recogni zes that there could be specific
situations, such as the ones anal yzed by the comenters, where
em ssions of an exenpted stream are higher than those of a non-
exenpted stream In addition, there are many factors that affect
whet her flash em ssions occur (e.g., pressure drop between two
tanks, liquid vapor pressure, etc.). However, the EPA believes
that this approach identifies hydrocarbon |iquids that have a
potential for significant flash em ssions under conditions
representative of industry operations.

Comment: Commrenter |1V-G 01 requested gui dance on how GOR
shoul d be neasured.

Response: The final subpart HH requires the owner or
operator to determine the initial producing GOR for the
definition of black oil and stock tank GOR for the definition of
storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions. As
stated in a previous response, this distinction is inportant
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because GOR changes with reservoir pressure. The EPA believes
that requiring a GOR neasurenent at the stock tank will ensure
that fluids with higher gas content (i.e., a greater potenti al
for flash em ssions) will be subject to the control requirenents.

In addition, the EPA has added a definition for initial
produci ng GOR to subpart HH as foll ows:

Initial produci ng GOR neans the produci ng standard
cubic feet of gas per stock tank barrel at the tine
that the reservoir pressure is above the bubbl epoi nt
pressure (or dewpoint pressure for a gas).

The ratio of gas to oil should be constant until the bubbl epoi nt
or dewpoint is reached in the reservoir.® There are various

met hods within the industry available for nmeasuring the GOR but
there is not an approved EPA nethod. Although the EPA does not
specify the nethod for subpart HH, the nethod used by the owner
or operator nust achieve a determ nation of the standard cubic
feet of gas per stock tank barrel (scf/bbl) of the hydrocarbon
i quid.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-01 questioned the basis for
exenpting storage vessels wth an actual throughput |ess than 500
BPD [ 21, 000 gal l ons per day (gal/day)] fromcontrol requirenents
[ 863. 764(c)(2)], and requested that the EPA del ete the provision.
According to the commenter, 500 BPD is a substantial throughput
for the crude oil production in Louisiana. The conmenter stated
that due to the storage vessel exenptions nost facilities in
Loui si ana woul d be exenpt fromthis subpart.

Response: The data available to the EPA indicated that for
the class of storage vessels not considered to have the potenti al
for flash em ssions (i.e., with APl gravity |less than 400 or a
GOR | ess than 1,750 scf/bbl) and with a hydrocarbon |iquid
t hr oughput | ess than 500 bpd, the MACT fl oor was no control and
it was not cost effective to go beyond the floor [Ar Docket
A-94-04 nunbers 11-A-01 and 11-D-50].

The EPA has added the throughput cutoff criterion to the
storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions definition

®Ref er ence 2.
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in final subpart HH  The final rule states that a storage vessel
with the potential for flash em ssions is defined as a storage
vessel that contains an actual average hydrocarbon liquid with a
stock tank GOR equal to or greater than 1,750 scf/bbl and an API
gravity equal to or greater than 40 degrees, and a hydrocarbon
liquid throughput equal to or greater than 500 bpd. By adding
the throughput criterion to the definition of storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions, rather than as a cutoff
specified in proposed 863.764(c)(2), storage vessels that do not
meet the criteria for a storage vessel wth the potential for
flash em ssions are not considered affected sources in the final
rule and are not included in a facility's potential-to-emt (PTE)
cal culation for determ ning major source status.

Comment: Comenters |V-D-04, IV-D-22, I1V-D-34, and | V-D-35
requested that the EPA clarify the averaging period for the
500- BPD exenption criterion for storage tanks. Comenter |V-D-04
assuned that it was neant to be an annual daily average basis.
Commenter |V-D 35 suggested using a five-year rolling average
based on maxi mum actual tank throughput. Commenter |V-D 34
requested that the storage tank throughput be based on an annual
average. The commenter al so suggested that the cal cul ati on of
t he 500-BPD t hreshol d for storage tanks be based on a nethod
simlar to that proposed for glycol dehydration unit flow rates
in 863.772(b)(1). Commenter |V-D-22 stated that there is no
di scussion in subpart HH or the preanble of how to determ ne
applicability to the 500-BPD threshold for storage vessels. The
comment er recommended that the EPA allow either nonitoring of the
flowate, or other docunentation (e.g., sales records) of the
storage vessel flowate, and that cal culation of the 500 BPD
l[imt be based on an annual average.

Response: As stated in a previous response, the 500-bpd
t hroughput has been added to the definition of storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions. Thus, storage vessels
that do not neet this definition are exenpt from subpart HH
Therefore, the EPA believes that establishing recordkeeping and
reporting requirenments for these units would be i nappropriate.
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However, 863.10(b)(3) contains recordkeepi ng requirenments
for applicability determ nation. Therefore, owners and operators
Wi th storage vessels that are not subject to subpart HH woul d be
required under this section to maintain records of the
applicability determ nation for these storage vessels.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-07 requested that the EPA clarify
whet her the regulation applies to the case where a tank battery
has an average throughput | ess than 500 bbl/tank but a total
t hroughput of greater than 500 bbl total.

Response: The throughput applicability criteria for storage
vessels with the potential for flash em ssions in final subpart
HH applies to each storage vessel. Thus, a tank battery with a
total actual throughput of nore than 500 BPD t hat consists of
several storage vessels, none of which has an actual average
annual throughput equal to or greater than 500 BPD woul d not be
subj ect to subpart HH, provided the GOR and APl gravity criteria
are nmet. Therefore, the EPA has not nodified subpart HH in
response to this coment.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-16 recommended that the EPA all ow
tanks with a specified percent HAP to be excluded from subpart
HH. The commenter suggested that this would prevent a tank at a
maj or source, with [ ow HAP contents in the liquid, from being
covered. According to the commenter, controls would not be
effective since HAP em ssions would be | ow due to the | ow HAP
content in the |iquid.

Response: The EPA has established that facilities that
process, store or transfer black oil have a | ow potential for HAP
em ssions and are exenpt fromcontrol requirenents under subpart
HH. The EPA selected the criteria for defining storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions using paraneters that are
easily determ ned by the industry. Therefore, the EPA does not
believe that specifying a percent HAP content for hydrocarbon
l[iquids in subpart HH is necessary. Based on the EPA s know edge
of the industry, the black oil exenption, by itself, exenpts
approximately 85 percent of all tank batteries according to
i ndustry dat a.
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Comment: Commenters |IV-D-07 and | V-D-24 stated that they
support exenpting storage tanks that have the potential for flash
em ssions and a hydrocarbon throughput |ess than 500 BPD
However, the commenter |V-D-07 requested an exception for
enmergenci es. Comenter |V-D-24 stated that the 500-BPD exenption
avoi ds inposing costly controls on the small est sources.

Response: Through the startup/shutdown/ mal function
provisions in subpart HH, the EPA has attenpted to address those
enmergenci es that may be encountered by industry. Furthernore,

t he t hroughput exenption is based on an annual average, which
shoul d account for daily fluctuations in throughput. Thus, the
EPA does not believe that an additional exenption is necessary in
subpart HH.

Comment: Commenter |V-G 12 stated that subpart HHis
lacking in that it does not distinguish between flashing and
evaporation. According to the commenter, this |ack of
specificity could lead to confusion anong sources and regul ators
concerni ng whi ch vessel s/ substances are covered by the proposed
rule. The commenter suggested that subpart HH be clarified to
speci fy a tenperature/ phase rel ati onship or maxi num vapor
pressure, as well as specifying the source and HAP content of the
liquid streamthat is being stored. The comenter presented
exanples. The comenter also stated that as an alternative the
EPA coul d define the term"flashing"” in thernodynamc terns
(i.e., the change of state between |liquid and vapor phases that
is not caused by the addition of thermal energy). The comenter
was interested in exenpting produced water from a production
facility as well as lubricating oils, fuels, or other simlar
fluids.

Response: Tenperature and vapor pressure are very dependant
on stream conposition. This variability makes it very difficult
to establish boundary conditions for the types of hydrocarbon
liquids processed in this industry. Furthernore, the EPA
believes that APl gravity and GOR are values that are well
understood by the industry, and are usually readily avail abl e.
The EPA does not believe that specifying a percent HAP content or
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maxi mum vapor pressure for hydrocarbon liquids in subpart HHis
necessary. However, to clarify the termflash em ssions, the EPA
has added the follow ng | anguage to the definition of storage
vessels with the potential for flash em ssions that states "Fl ash
em ssions occur when di ssol ved hydrocarbons in the fluid evol ve
fromsolution when the fluid pressure is reduced and i s not
caused by the addition of thermal energy."

Comment: Comrenter |V-G 01 was concerned that HAP and
reactive organi c conpounds (ROC) em ssions from storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions may be significant wth a
t hr oughput | ess than 500 BPD. The commenter provided an exanpl e
calculation for a storage tank wth a throughput of 250 BPD
showi ng em ssions from breat hing, working and fl ashi ng | osses.
The exanpl e presented uncontroll ed ROC em ssions of 4.06 tpy and
controll ed ROC em ssions of 0.20 tpy. Uncontrolled HAP em ssions
(1 ncludi ng benzene, hexane, and 2,2, 4-trinethyl pentane) were
estimated to be 1.31 tpy (uncontrolled) and 0.07 tpy
(controlled).

Response: Based on the EPA' s anal ysis, the storage vessel
applicability cutoffs of hydrocarbon |iquid throughput of 500
bpd, a GOR I ess than 1,750 scf/bbl, and an APl gravity |l ess than
400, the storage vessels with significant HAP enmi ssions will be
controlled under this regulation. The exanple provided by the
commenter did not show total HAP em ssions greater than the major
source thresholds of 10 tpy for individual HAP (the highest HAP
em ssions were estimated to be 0.69 tons of hexane per year,
uncontrolled) or 25 tpy for any conbination of HAP (total ROCC
em ssions were estinmated to be 4 tpy, uncontrolled). Therefore,
since these em ssions are well below the major source threshol ds,
t he EPA maintains that the 500-BPD cutoff is reasonable, and has
not changed the definition of storage vessels with the potenti al
for flash em ssions.

O her Exenptions

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-01 questioned the basis for
exenpting reciprocating conpressors in wet gas service fromthe
conpressor control requirenents of 861.242-3, and requested that
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the EPA delete the provision. According to the comenter, if
there was a | eak, HAP rel eased froma conpressor in wet gas
service would be higher than that rel eased froma conpressor in
dry gas service, since the concentration of HAP is nmuch higher in
wet gas.

Response: The exenption for reciprocating conpressor in wet
gas service is consistent with 40 CFR subpart KKK, the Onshore
Nat ural Gas Processing Pl ant New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS). Therefore, the EPA has not renoved this exenption from
subpart HH.

2.1.3 O her Applicability Issues

Comment: Commenter |V-D- 14 stated that many oil and gas
production facilities are located in renpote areas and do not have
a substantive inmpact on human popul ations. The comrenter asked
what the underlying basis was behind the application of MACT
requi renents to HAP sources |l ocated in renote areas, whether the
CAA allowed for renpte facilities to be exenpted from MACT
standards, and whether the EPA considered this in its rul emaking.

Response: The EPA does not have discretion in setting
standards for major sources of HAP em ssions, which nust be
i npl emented nationwi de. Therefore, major sources located in
renmote areas nmust still conply with MACT.

Comment: Commenter |V-D- 16 was concerned that the
applicability section could be interpreted to nmean that refinery
Natural Gas Liquid (NG&) plants could be brought into coverage
since they are at a refinery and at a major source. The
commenter requested that a specific exenption be added to 8§863. 760
for NGL Plants at refineries, to make it clear that it is not the
intent of the regulation to cover refinery NG Plants. According
to the coomenter, the rationale behind this exenption would be
that NG plants were not considered when the MACT fl oor was set
and that these plants already have controls put on them by ot her
regul ations (e.g., SIP VOC regul ations), therefore no
envi ronment al pur pose woul d be served by drawing theminto
subpart HH.
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Commenter |V-D- 16 was al so concerned that the applicability
| anguage could be msinterpreted to nean that existing najor
sources that have a single or very few gas wells collocated with
the facility would be included. The commenter explained that a
few wells have been drilled and are producing at existing major
sources. According to the commenter, these plants should not be
subj ected to coverage by subpart HH nmerely because they are major
sources for their primary activities and happen to have a single
or a very fewgas or oil wells on-site. The commenter
recomended that the EPA exenpt these facilities by making it
cl ear that subpart HH applies only to oil and natural gas
facilities that are major sources by thensel ves.

Response: The CAA requires the EPA to regul ate maj or HAP
sources. A mgjor HAP source is defined as "any stationary source
or group of stationary sources |ocated within a contiguous area
and under common control that emts or has the potential to emt
considering controls. . . . " This nmeans that the EPA is
obligated to consider the whole site when determining if a source
is mjor and to regul ate co-located em ssion sources (e.g.,
production wells), when applicable. It should be noted that
863. 760(d) states that if affected sources (glycol dehydration
units, tank batteries, and ancillary equi pnent |ocated at natural
gas plants) are not present at a facility, there are no
requi renents under subpart HH

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-16 and |1 V-D-22 were concerned that
proposed 863. 760(b) (1) (iii) could be msinterpreted. The
commenters recommended that 863.760(b) should be nodified to
clarify that only ancillary equi pnent | ocated at natural gas
plants are to be considered an affected source. Conmenter
| V-D- 16 suggested that the EPA's intent was to include ancillary
equi pnent as an affected source for gas plants in the preanble
(63 FR 6295 and 6304). Commenter |V-D- 22 suggested that the
phrase "l ocated at natural gas processing plants"” be added to
8863. 760(b) (1) (iii) and (iv).

Response: To clarify the applicability of subpart HH to
ancillary equi pnment, the EPA agrees with the comenters that
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addi tional |anguage is necessary, and will add the phrase

"l ocated at natural gas processing plants" to proposed

863. 760(b) (1) (iii) and (iv) [now codified at 8863.760(b)(3) and
(4) of final subpart HH|.

Comment: Commenter |V-D- 16 stated that the |ine between
subpart HH and subpart HHH needs to be clarified so the sane
sources will not be covered by both rules.

Commenter |V-G 12 stated that they operate gas gathering
systens that accept gas fromthird party wells at which no
processing or treatnment occurs. The commenter explained that
this gas is often gathered and brought to a central conpressor
station where it is dehydrated and conpressed and transferred to
a transm ssion pipeline. Although it seenms unlikely that a
regul atory agency would try to aggregate em ssions fromthe
gat hering and production operations, the comrenter suggested that
situations such as these be clarified in the final subpart HHH

Commenter |V-D-21 cited two maj or problens with the EPA s
approach to defining the scope of the source categories. First,
t he coment er suggested that subpart HHH | acks a clear definition
t hat di stingui shes natural gas transm ssion and storage
facilities fromnatural gas production facilities. According to
the comenter, subpart HH states that the natural gas
transm ssi on and storage source category begins at the point
where natural gas enters the natural gas transm ssion and storage
source category, but does not define this term Additionally,
subpart HHH does not define the term"transport or store natural
gas." Therefore, the commenter was concerned that the regul ated
entity would be required to draw gui dance fromthe separate
definitions for "natural gas transm ssion" and "facility"
operating in subpart HHH  However, according to the commenter,
these two definitions provide contradictory gui dance. For
exanple, the comenter interpreted the term"natural gas
transm ssion” to nean that the transm ssion and storage source
category woul d begin only when the natural gas first enters the
pi peline and the source category would not include any
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processing, either before or after initial entry into the

pi peline. According to the comenter, this interpretation is
supported by the definition of natural gas transm ssion by
recogni zi ng that processing can occur in the transm ssion and
storage source category. The commenter recomended that the
final rule include an express delineation of the source
categories so the regulated community does not have to piece
toget her the delineation fromvarious provisions throughout
subpart HHH.

According to the commenter, the second problemw th subpart
HHH is that it fails to acknow edge that natural gas transm ssion
and storage facilities commonly process natural gas, both before
and after introduction of natural gas into the main transm ssion
line. The commenter cited the follow ng exanpl es of processing
that are integral to natural gas transm ssion activities by
mnimzing the formati on of hydrates: dehydration, renoval of
COp, and extraction of natural gas liquids. The conmenter
suggested that this interpretation of the definition of facility
is also inconsistent with the BID, which notes that processing is
included in the transm ssion and storage source category. The
commenter further noted that processing occurs throughout the
pi peline, the location of which is determ ned by such factors as
gas quality and geographic |ocation. The commenter requested
t hat subpart HHH recogni ze the fact that processing occurs as
part of transm ssion of natural gas.

To address the apparent |ack of delineation between the
production and transm ssion categories, the comenter reconmended
that a distinction between the two categories could be defined by
reference to the point at which that transfer to the transm ssion
conpany occurs. The commenter stated that processing operations
that occur prior to the transfer point would fall within the gas
production category, and those performed by the transm ssion
conpany after the transfer would fall in the transm ssion and
storage source category. According to the commenter, the BID
states that natural gas is typically transferred at a neter
station, but may occur at other points. The commenter stated
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t hat dehydrators operated by the transm ssion conpany after the
transfer point would fall within the transm ssion and storage
source category regardl ess of whether the dehydrators are | ocated
before or along the main transm ssion |ine.

Response: The natural gas transm ssion and storage
definitions in subpart HHH were devel oped in consultation with
natural gas transm ssion and storage stakehol ders. The EPA
believes that the definitions in subparts HH and HHH del i neate
t he boundaries of the oil and natural gas production and natural
gas transm ssion and storage source categories. The key points
in this delineation are (1) the point of custody transfer, which
is a commonly understood definition within industry, and (2) the
natural gas processing plant, which is a clearly defined facility
within the production source category. Based on these
di scussions with industry, the EPA understood that there was only
one point of custody transfer indicating the point at which
natural gas entered the transm ssion pipeline. However, the EPA
has made sonme changes to nore clearly define the boundary between
subparts HH and HHH.

The EPA believes that a conpressor station | ocated between a
well and a natural gas processing plant or between the well and
t he point of custody transfer should be considered part of the
oil and natural gas production source category. Therefore, to
clarify this intent, the final subpart HH states that natural gas
enters the natural gas transm ssion and storage source category
after the natural gas processing plant, when present
[ 863. 760(a)]. If no natural gas processing plant is present,
natural gas enters the natural gas transm ssion and storage
source category after the point of custody transfer. Subpart HHH
al so states that conpressor stations that transport natural gas
prior to the point of custody transfer, or to a natural gas
processing plant (if present) are considered part of the oil and
natural gas production source category [863.1270(a)], and the
follow ng definition of custody transfer has been added to
863. 1271
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Custody transfer neans the transfer of hydrocarbon
liquids or natural gas: (1) after processing and/or
treatnment in the producing operations, or (2) from
storage vessels or automatic transfer facilities, or
ot her equi pnent, including product |oading racks, to
pi pelines or any other forms of transportation.

The EPA has al so nade clarifying changes to the definition
of facility in subparts HH and HHH
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2.2 DEFINITI ONS
2.2.1 Facility

Several comrenters responded to the EPA s request for
comments on the definition of facility. The conmmenters requested
clarification of or suggested changes to the proposed definition
of facility. Commenter |1V-D-35 agreed with the EPA s proposed
definition of facility. The follow ng paragraphs present nore
detail ed comments on the definition of facility.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-02 was concerned that units, which
may i nclude |arge sections of |land and many | eases and which are
under the control of a single operator, nay be considered a
single facility. According to the commenter, units are created
when groups of |eases are conbined into a single entity, under
common control, and sonme States require the formation of units.
The comenter stated that since the terns "site" and "l ease" (as
contained in the definition of facility in 863.761) are not
defined in the Act or in subpart HH, it is unclear whether a unit
could be included within the term"l ease" and whether a |ease
retains it's identity when included in a unit.

Therefore, the comenter requested that the EPA define
facility to nmean "the equi pnent at each individual well site and
each individual tank battery or each individual gas or oi
treating enplacenment not |ocated at the well head or tank
battery."

Commenters |V-D-05 and | V-D- 14 were confused about whet her
contiguous surface sites under common ownership woul d be
consi dered separate facilities. Comenter |V-D 05 requested that
the EPA nodify the definition of facility in subpart HHto
excl ude conti guous graded pad sites. Commenter |V-D 14 stated
that the term"surface site" could be interpreted as a single
concrete pad, a grouping of concrete pads in a contiguous area,
or a large graded area w thout any pads. According to the
commenter, subpart HH could be interpreted to nmean that two or
nore conpressors on adjacent pads in a contiguous area are either
separate facilities or single facilities. The commenter noted
that this could also apply to several groupings of equipnment used
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for different purposes but in the same graded area. The
commenter requested that the EPA clarify the definition of
facility to renmove these uncertainties.

In addition, comenters IV-D-14 and |1V-D- 17 stated that
subpart HH does not address the issue of ownership or its effects
on the determ nation of what nmakes up a facility. The comenters
asked whet her equi pnment under separate ownership at the sane
surface site or adjacent surface sites could be considered a
single facility. Commenter |V-D-17 suggested that, for
clarification, a "facility" be defined to only include equi pnent
wi thin the boundaries of an individual surface site that operate
under common ownership (e.g., central tank battery, graded pad
site, etc.).

Response: The EPA devel oped the proposed definition of
facility to: (1) identify criteria that define a grouping of
em ssion points that neet the intent of the |anguage contained in
section 112(a)(1) of the Act: " . . . located within a
contiguous area and under comon control, . . . " and (2) contain
terms that are neaningful and easily understood within the
regul ated industries. The proposed definition was based on
i ndi vidual surface sites and the idea that equi pnent | ocated on
different oil and gas properties (oil and gas |ease, mneral fee
tract, subsurface unit area, surface fee tract, or surface |ease
tract) shall not be aggregated. |In addition, the proposed
definition of a production field facility was limted to gl ycol
dehydration units and storage vessels with the potential for
fl ash em ssions.

The EPA intended that the facility definition, as it applies
to the oil and natural gas production source category, should
| ead to an aggregation of em ssions in a nmajor source
determ nation that is reasonable, be consistent with the intent
of the Act, and be easily inplenentable.

The EPA believes that it would not be reasonable to
aggregate em ssions fromsurface sites that are | ocated on the
sane | ease, but are great distances apart. The definition of
facility states that equi pnent |ocated on different oil and
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natural gas properties (e.g., |leases) are not to be aggregated.
Al t hough units (which are nmade up of nore than | ease or tract)
are under common control, under the definition of facility, the
equi pnent | ocated on different | eases contained wthin each unit
woul d not be aggregat ed.

Under section 112(a)(1) of the act, a major source is

defined as ". . . any stationary source or group of stationary
sources located within a contiguous area and under conmon
control. . . ." The EPA believes that by defining facility based

on individual surface sites, the EPA has provided relief for

i ndi vi dual surface sites that are |located on the sane | ease, but
are far apart, and excluding contiguous surface sites |ocated on
the sane | ease woul d be contrary to the intent of the Act.

Finally, the ternms contained in the definition of facility
(e.g., surface site and | ease) are well understood within the
i ndustry and by enforcenent agencies and the EPA does not believe
that additional definitions or clarifications regarding these
terms are necessary.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-05 suggested adding the term
"permtized area"” to the definition of facility in subpart HH
The comenter stated that m neral |eases give operators control
over large tracts of land. According to the comenter, adding
the term"permtized area” would clarify the definition of
facility where production equi pnment or equi pnment groupings on
different oil and gas | eases are descri bed.

Response: The EPA believes that adding the term"permtized
area" would add confusion to the definition of facility because
sone facilities may not have established "permtized areas,"” and
different permtting authorities may define permtized areas
differently. The EPA has not made the requested changes to the
definition of facility in subpart HH

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-14 stated that subpart HH does not
address the role of the process in which a grouping of equipnent
is engaged, in nmeking the determ nation of what is a facility.
The comrenter expl ained that a graded area might contain a
conpressor station, one or nore tank batteries, and a separate
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natural gas liquids plant. According to the commenter, each
groupi ng of equi pment may be considered a separate facility by

t he owner or operator, and each grouping may be found on separate
concrete pads in a contiguous area under common control. The
comment er asked whet her these distinct operations would be
considered a single facility under subpart HH, and requested the
clarification of these issues.

Response: The definition of major source, as proposed in
subpart HH (863.761), has the sane neaning as in 863.2, except
that "em ssions from processes, operations, or equipnent that are
not part of the sanme facility, as defined in this section, shal
not be aggregated."” A facility, as currently defined in 863.761
i ncl udes equi prent within the boundaries of an individual surface
site. The EPA believes that functionally-related equipnent is
generally | ocated at the sane surface site. Thus, the EPA
bel i eves that any grouping of equipnment | ocated on separate
concrete pads (i.e., separate surface sites) would not be
functionally-rel ated; any groupi ng of equi pnent on separate
surface sites would be treated as a separate facility for which
em ssions woul d not be aggregated. Furthernore, equi pnent
| ocated on the sane surface site nay be a separate facility,
dependi ng on where the point of custody transfer is within the
facility (e.g., the point at which natural gas enters a natural
gas processing plant is a point of custody transfer and thus the
natural gas processing plant would be considered a separate
facility located on the sane surface site).

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-16 recomrended that the definition
of facility be nodified to clarify that conpressor engines are
not covered by subpart HH  The comenter noted that vents for
conpressor engines are being covered by the Industrial Conbustion
Coor di nat ed Rul emaki ng (1 CCR) and shoul d not be covered under
subpart HH.

Response: Facilityw de HAP em ssions after the point of
custody transfer nust be included in the major source
determ nation. The EPA does not believe that engine vents from
conpressors should be excluded fromthe definition of facility in
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subpart HH because HAP em ssions fromthese units woul d not be
aggregated for major source determ nations.

In addition, 863.760(b)(1) specifies the affected sources
for subpart HH  Therefore, the EPA believes that there should be
little confusion about which em ssion points are regul ated under
subpart HH. Therefore, the EPA has not specifically excluded
engi ne vents for conpressor engines from subpart HH requirenents.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08 and | V-D- 22 recomrended
clarification to the definition of facility in subpart HH to
i nclude surface units and separate surface sites as tracts on
whi ch mul tiple groupings of equi pnent may be | ocated w t hout
t hose separate groupings being designated as a "facility.” In
addition, the commenters recomended that the definition specify
that connection by a road, a waterway, etc. does not cause two
separate groupi ngs of equipnent at different sites to be part of
the sane facility. The commenters recommended the follow ng
changes:

Facility neans any grouping of equipnment (1) where
hydrocarbon |iquids are processed, upgraded, or
stored prior to the point of custody transfer, or
(2) where natural gas is processed, upgraded, or
stored prior to entering the natural gas
transm ssi on source category.

For the purpose of a major source determ nation,
facility (including a building, structure, or
installation) neans oil and natural gas production
and processing equipnment that is |located within

t he boundaries of an individual surface site.

Equi prrent that is part of a facility wll
typically be located within close proximty to

ot her equi pnent |ocated at the sanme facility.

Pi eces of production equi pnent or groupings of
equi pnent | ocated on different oil and gas | eases,
mneral fee tracts, |ease tracts, subsurface or
surface unit areas, surface fee tracts, surface

| ease tracts, or separate surface sites, whether
or not connected by a road, waterway, wal kway,
power line or pipeline, shall not be considered
part of the sane facility. Exanples of facilities
in the oil and natural gas production source
category include, but are not limted to, well
sites, satellite tank batteries, central tank
batteries, graded pad sites, and natural gas
processi ng pl ants.
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Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter's
recomendati ons and has nmade the suggested changes to the
definition of facility in 863.761, except that the term "wal kway"
has not been included in the definition. The EPA believes that
including this termwuld cause confusion for inspectors because
a wal kway between pieces of equi pnment could becone a part of the
boundary of a facility.

Comment: Commenter |V-D 29 recomended that the EPA expand
its definition of production field facility in subpart HH to
i ncl ude additional HAP em ssion points beyond gl ycol dehydration
units and storage vessels with flash em ssion potential. The
commenter stated that several sources in Santa Barbara and
Ventura Counties that would otherwi se be controlled woul d be
exenpt from subpart HH under the proposed definition.

Response: One of the EPA' s objectives was to develop a
definition of facility that would conply with section 112(n)(4)
of the Act and at the sanme tinme, reduce the burden on owners and
operators in nmaking a nmajor source determ nation. The EPA s
eval uation of HAP em ssion sources in production field operations
suggested that other potential HAP em ssion points at these
facilities (e.g., equipnent |eaks) would be inconsequential to
the determnation of a facility's major source status. The EPA
believes that elimnating the need to quantify HAP em ssions from
smal | sources at production field facilities, would not affect
the maj or source status determ nation, but would reduce the
burden on owners or operators.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-06 and | V-D- 31 requested that the
EPA clarify, within the definition of facility in subpart HHH
whet her the EPA intended to exclude facilities used to store
natural gas after the gas enters the local distribution system of
a gas utility. Comenter 1V-D-06 interpreted 863.1270(a) to mean
that the affected source runs all the way to the affected end
user, even if sone |local distribution conpany exists between the
natural gas transm ssion and storage source and the end user.

The commenter remarked that according to the preanble, this was
not the EPA's intent. The commenter stated that the affected
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source is supposed to run all the way to the end user only if
there is no local distribution conpany. The comenter
recomended the follow ng | anguage to clarify 863.1270(a):

(a) This subpart applies to owners or operators
of natural gas transm ssion and storage facilities that
transport or store natural gas prior to entering the
pipeline to a local distribution conpany or (if there
IS no local distribution conpany) to a final end user,
and that are major sources of hazardous air pollutant
(HAP) em ssi ons.

The commenter al so recommended changes to the definition of
facility to clarify this point.

Facility neans any groupi ng of equi pnment where
natural gas 1s processed, conpressed, or stored prior
to entering a pipeline to a local distribution conpany
or (if there is no local distribution conpany) to a
final end user. A facility for this source category
typically is: A natural gas conpressor station that
recei ves natural gas via pipeline, froman underground
nat ural gas storage operation, froma condensate tank
battery, or froma natural gas processing plant; or An
under ground natural gas storage operation. The
em ssi on points associated with these phases incl ude,
but are not limted to, process vents. Processes that
may have vents included, but are not limted to,
dehydration, and conpressor station engines. Facility,
for the purpose of a major source determ nation, neans
natural gas transm ssion and storage equi pnent that is
| ocated inside the boundaries of an individual surface
site and is connected by ancillary equi pnent, such as
gas flow |ines;—roeads; or power |ines.’ Equipnent that
is part of a facility will typically be located within
close proximty to other equipnent |ocated at the sane
facility. Natural gas transm ssion and storage
equi pnent or groupi ngs of equipnent |ocated on
different gas | eases, mneral fee tracts, |ease tracts,
subsurface unit areas, surface fee tracts, or surface
| ease tracts shall not be considered part of the sane
facility.

The commenter stated that this coment may al so apply to subpart
HH.

Response: The affected source in the natural gas
transm ssion and storage source category should run all the way
to the end user only if there is no | ocal distribution conpany.

"Thi s particular change is for an unrelated reason: roads
are not "equi pnent."
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Therefore, the EPA has added the phrase "if there is no | ocal

di stribution conpany” to 863.1270(a) and the definition of
facility in subpart HHH. The EPA al so agrees that roads are not
equi pnent and has renoved the termfromthe definition of
facility in 863.1271 of subpart HHH

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-07 and 1V-D-31 stated that since
natural gas storage takes place in depleted gas wells, and
liquids are transferred for processing to the plant, the
definition of facility suggests that a natural gas storage
facility could qualify as a production facility. The commenters
stated that these terns nust be clarified to avoid this
m sunder st andi ng.

Response: Subpart HH contains a definition of field natural
gas which neans " . . .natural gas that is extracted froma
production well prior to entering the first stage of processing,
such as dehydration.” A production well is defined in 863.761 as
a". . . holedrilled inthe earth fromwhich ... field natura
gas is extracted." Since the gas handled by a natural gas
storage facility has been dehydrated, the natural gas handl ed by
a storage facility would not be considered field natural gas.
Therefore, given the definitions of production well and field
natural gas, a natural gas storage field that uses a depl eted gas
wel | would not qualify as a production facility. The EPA does
not believe that clarification to the definition of facility is
necessary in response to this coment.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-07 stated that in the preanble, the
term "upgraded” is used concerning hydrocarbon liquids, but is
not defined and should not be included in subpart HH

Response: The EPA agrees that clarification to the
definition of the term"upgraded" is necessary. Therefore, the
EPA has nodified the definition of facility in subpart HH to
specify that "upgraded" neans "the renoval of inpurities or
ot her constituents to nmeet contract specifications.”

Comment: Commenter |V-D- 14 requested that the EPA clarify
the termgraded pad in subpart HH  According to the comrenter
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clarification of this termis critical in establishing the limts
of a given "facility."

Response: The termgraded pad is a termthat is commonly
used in the industry. However, this termis used in the
definition of surface site, and is not appropriate as an exanple
of a facility. Therefore, the EPA has renoved this termfromthe
definition of facility.

Comment: In their supplenental comments (IV-G 23),
commenter |V-D-22 recomended that the EPA nodify the definition
of facility to clarify that product |oading rack equipnent falls
within the EPA's definition of facility. The commenter
recomended the foll ow ng changes:

Facility means any grouping of equi pment %) where
hydrocarbon |iquids, natural gas or natural gas liquids

Response: The EPA does not believe that the comrenter's
recommendati ons are necessary. Natural gas |iquids are defined
in 863.761 as hydrocarbon liquids. Therefore, they are already
covered in the definition of facility in subpart HH
2.2.2 O her Comments on Definitions
Af fected Source

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08 and | V-D-22 recomended t he
followi ng new definition for affected source, which is "inportant
to the successful inplenmentation of subpart HH'

Affected source: For major sources, each em ssion
point located at a facility that nmeets the criteria
specified in paragraph (a) and listed in paragraphs
(b)(1)(i) through (b)(1)(iv) of Section 63.760; for
area sources, each TEG dehydration unit |ocated at a
facility that neets the criteria specified in paragraph
(a) of Section 63.760.

Response: The EPA believes that the addition of the term
affected source to 863.761 is unnecessary since it is defined in
863. 760( b) .

Anci | lary Equi pnent
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Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-06 pointed out that subpart HH
provides no definition for the term product accunul ator vessel.
The commenter stated that they did not know, and did not think
t he EPA knew, what a product accunul ator vessel was. According
to the coomenter, new ternms fromthe hazardous organi c NESHAP
(HON), "surge control vessel" and "bottons receiver" have
definitions the commenter can understand. The commenter
recomrended that the EPA use one or both terns in place of
product accumnul ator vessel, if appropriate, and that the term
product accunul ator vessel be elim nated.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter that
clarification to the definition of ancillary equipnent is
necessary and has nodified the definition as foll ows:

Anci |l ary equi pnent nmeans any of the follow ng

pi eces of equiprment: punps, conpressors,—pressure
relief devices, sanpling connection systens, open-ended
val ves, or lines, valves, flanges, and other

connect or s;—er—product—accurrutator—vessets.

The term "conpressors” was renoved because they are |isted
separately in the subpart HH

Comment: Commenter |V-D 22 recomended the foll ow ng
nodi fication to the definition of ancillary equipnent to clarify
that such equi pnent is subject to subpart HHonly if it is
| ocated at a natural gas processing plant:

Anci | I ary equi pnent neans any of the follow ng
pi eces of equipnent_located at a natural gas processing
pl ant: punps, conpressors, pressure relief devices,
sanpl i ng connecti on systens, open-ended val ves or
i nes, valves, flanges and ot her connectors, or product
accunul at or vessel s.

Response: Section 63.769(a) states that the equipnment | eak
standards apply to ancillary equi pnent at natural gas processing
pl ants. The EPA believes that specifying that ancillary
equi pnent is |located at natural gas processing plants within the
ancillary equi pnment definition would be redundant. The EPA has
not altered the definition of ancillary equi pnment in response to
this comment.

Black Q|
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Comment: Commenter |V-D 22 recomended the foll ow ng
nodi fication to the definition of black oil in subpart HH to
clarify the point of neasurenent and averagi ng period for the
GOR:

Bl ack oil means hydrocarbon (petroleum |iquid
wi th an annual average wel |l head gas-to-oil ratio (GOR)
| ess than 50 cubic nmeters (1,750 cubic feet) per barrel
and an APl gravity of less than 40 degrees_for the
storage tank liquids.

Commenter 1V-G 01 stated that the proposed definition of
bl ack oil does not state where the GOR applies and shoul d be
clarified. The commenter stated that it was not clear if the GOR
applies at the storage tank where flashing occurs or at the
subsurface reservoir.

Response: The EPA intends that the GOR shoul d be neasured
as the initial producing GOR rather than the average wel | head
GOR. The EPA has added the phrase "initial producing” before GOR
to the definition of black oil. The EPA has al so added the
followng definition for initial producing GOR to 863. 761.

Initial produci ng GOR neans the produci ng standard
cubic feet (scf) of gas per stock tank barrel (bbl) at
the time that the reservoir pressure is above the
bubbl epoi nt pressure (or dewpoint pressure for a gas).

Boi |l er

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 recomended that the EPA amend
t he proposed definition of boiler to include resource
conservation and recovery act (RCRA) industrial furnaces. The
comment er explained that this change is necessary to provide
t hose devices an exenption from performance testing. The
commenter stated that the EPA should use the definition of boiler
in 863.111 of subpart G of the HON, verbatim as the definition
of boiler in subpart HHH  The commenter stated that this commrent
al so applies to subpart HH  The commenter suggested that an
alternative would be to add separate provisions for industrial
furnaces; however, the commenter noted that this would require
nore extensive drafting. Since all the relevant cross-references
to RCRA regul ations are the sane for industrial furnaces as for
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boil ers and the comenter stated that adding industrial furnaces
to the definition of a boiler would be easier.

Commenter |V-D- 22 reconmmended the follow ng nodification to
the definition of boiler to be consistent with the I CCR

Boi | er neans an encl osed devi ce using controlled
fl ame conbustion and having the primary purpose of
recovering and exporting thermal energy in the form of
steam or hot water.

Response: The EPA is not aware of any oil and natural gas
production or natural gas transm ssion and storage facilities
t hat woul d have RCRA industrial furnaces. However, the EPA does
not see any reason to not incorporate the comenter's (IV-D 06)
suggested | anguage. In addition, the EPA has nodified the
definition of boiler in subparts HH and HHH to be consistent with
the ICCR.  The follow ng definition of boiler has been added to
8§863. 761 and 63. 1271

Boi | er neans an encl osed devi ce using controlled
fl ame conbustion and having the primary purpose of
recovering and exporting thermal energy in the form of
steam or hot water. Boiler also nmeans any industrial
furnace as defined in 40 CFR 260. 10.

Cl osed Vent System
Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 requested that the EPA clarify
t hat cl osed-vent systens vent em ssions to control devices and
not to a process. The comrenter explained that process piping
routes emssions to (or fromor within) a process. The conmenter
further explained that process piping may have equi pnent subj ect
to equi pnent | eak nonitoring requirenments that should not be
subj ect to closed-vent systemnonitoring requirenents.
Therefore, the commenter suggested that the EPA nake the
foll owi ng changes to subparts HH and HHH
(1) Revise the definition of closed-vent systemin 863.1271 as
shown:

Cl osed-vent system neans a systemthat is not open
to the atnosphere and is conposed of piping, ductwork,
connections, and if necessary, flow inducing devices
that transport gas or vapor froman em ssion point to a
control device er—back—+nto—the—process. |f gas or
vapor fromregul ated equi pnent is routed to a process
(e.g., to a fuel gas system, the preecess conveyance
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system shall not be considered a closed vent system and
is not subject to closed vent system standards.

(2) Revise the definition of control device as shown:

Control device nmeans any equi pnent used for

recovering or oxidizing hazardous air pollutant (HAP)
i i ® vapors. Such

equi pnent includes, but is not limted to, absorbers,
carbon adsorbers, condensers, incinerators, flares,
boil ers, and process heaters. For the purposes of this
subpart, if gas or vapor fromregul ated equi pnent is
used, reused, returned back to the process, or sold,
t hen the recovery system used, including piping,
connections, and flow i nduci ng devices, is not
considered to be control devices or closed-vent

syst ens.
(3) Revise 863.1275(c)(1) as shown:

(1) The owner or operator shall control air
em ssions by connecting the process vent to a process
natural gas line _ =

Response: The definitions of closed vent system and control
devi ce and 863.1275(c) (1) of subpart HHH, and 863. 765(c) (1) of
subpart HH, have been revised as follows, to clarify that
cl osed-vent systens vent em ssions to control devices and not to
a process:

Gl osed-vent system neans a systemthat is not open
to the atnosphere and is conposed of piping, ductwork,
connections, and if necessary, flow inducing devices
that transport gas or vapor froman em ssion point to &
one or nore control devices f :
| f gas or vapor fromregul ated equipnent is routed to a
process (e.g., to a fuel gas systen), the
conveyance system shall not be considered a cl osed-vent
systemand is not subject to closed-vent system
st andar ds.

®Thi s specific change is unrelated, but inportant. Subpart
HHH is not a VOC rule; it is a HAP rule. Additionally, the way
t he proposed definition was worded, nothing could be a control
device unless it controlled both HAP and VOC. In other words, if
a device to control only HAP was installed, that device could not
be a control device because it is not also controlling VOC. Such
a result would be nonsensical, but it would appear to be
conpelled by the literal wording of the proposed definition. By
elimnating the words "and vol atil e organi c conpound (VOC)" from
the definition, the EPA can resolve that difficulty.
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Control device nmeans any equi pnent used for
recovering or oxidizing hazardous air pollutant
(HAP) or and—vol atile organic conmpound (VOC)
vapors. Such equi prent includes, but is not
limted to, absorbers, carbon adsorbers,
condensers, incinerators, flares, boilers, and
process heaters. For the purposes of this
subpart, if gas or vapor fromregul ated equi pnent
is used, reused_(i.e., injected into the flanme
zone of a conbustion device), returned back to the
process, or sold, then the recovery system used,
i ncl udi ng pi ping, connections, and fl ow i nduci ng
devices, is not considered to be control devices
or cl osed-vent systens.

Regardi ng the renoval of "volatile organic conpounds” from
the definition of control device, the EPA does not believe that
i ncl udi ng VOC suggests that the Agency is regulating VCC.
Conpressor Station

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that the phrase "supplies
energy” in the definition of conpressor station is vague.
According to the comrenter, under a literal interpretation of
subpart HHH, a power plant would be a "conpressor station”
because it "supplies energy” to run the conpressors that nove the
gas. The commenter contended that the EPA intended that
conpressor stations would have conpressors. The comenter
suggested the follow ng | anguage for clarification:

Conpressor station neans any pernmanent combination

of equtprent conpressors that stuppties—energyto nove
natural gas at increased pressure fromfields, in
transm ssi on pipelines, or into storage.

The commenter stated that this comrent may al so apply to
subpart HH.

Response: In order to clarify the Agency's intent, the EPA
has nodified definition of conpressor station in subpart HHH as
suggested by the commenter.

Condensat e

Comment: Commenter |V-D 22 recomended the foll ow ng
nodi fication to the definition of condensate in subpart HHto
speci fy what the standard conditions are:

Condensat e means hydrocarbon |iquid that condenses
because of changes in tenperature, pressure, or both,
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and remains liquid at standard conditions of 14.7
pounds per square inch, absolute (psia) and 600F.

Commenter |V-D-02 recommended that the EPA defi ne condensate
as MVS does at 30 CFR 8§206.51 as foll ows:

Condensate is a m xture of |iquid hydrocarbons
that result from condensation of petrol eum hydrocarbons
existing initially in a gaseous phase in the
under ground reservoir.

Response: The EPA agrees that the definition of condensate
needs to refer to liquids produced fromnatural gas. In
addition, the definition of standard conditions (68 OF and 29. 92
in Hy) is provided in subpart A (863.2). Therefore, the revised
definition of condensate is as foll ows:

Condensat e neans hydrocarbon |iquid separated from
natural gas that condenses due to beecatuse—of—changes in
the tenperature, pressure, or both, and remains liquid
at standard conditions, as specified in 863.2 of this

part.
Condenser

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-05 recomended that the EPA add a
definition for the termcondenser. The commenter stated that
many still columm vents have been nodified to add tubing to the
nor mal exhaust port. According to the commenter, if an exhaust
experiences a tenperature decrease because of a nodification,

t hen any anount of tubing or apparatus added to decrease the
tenperature could be classified as a condenser.

Response: The EPA does not agree that a definition of
condenser is necessary. It was not the EPA's intent to allow the
ki nd of scenario described by the coomenter as a control
t echnol ogy.

Cont i nuous Seal
Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 interpreted the definition of

continuous seal to require a single-piece seal. According to the
commenter, sone seals, consisting of nore than one piece, make a
continuous seal. The commenter recomended that the EPA use

| anguage simlar to that used in the HON, which allows for seals
consisting of nore than a single piece, for subpart HH

2-56



Response: The term conti nuous seal is not used in subpart HH
and has been renoved from 863.761. In addition, the termfill or
filling is not used in subpart HH and has al so been del et ed.

Cust ody Transfer

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-05 recommended that the term
custody transfer in subpart HH be clarified to account for the
case where a gas processing plant is incorporated within an oi
and gas production facility to process the gas further. The
commenter explained that in such cases, the gas does not |eave
the pad site and does not change ownershi p.

Response: The EPA considers the point at which natural gas
enters a natural gas processing plant as a point of custody
transfer. Therefore, a natural gas processing plant is a
facility, despite whether or not the processing plant is
incorporated within the production facility. The EPA has not
made any changes to subpart HH in response to this coment.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-16 stated that the definition of
custody transfer in subpart HHis not consistent with the
definition of custody transfer in other rules. [Note: the
commenter did not provide exanples of the other rules.] The
commenter recommended that the phrase "for this regul ation" needs
to be added to clarify that this definition is only for subpart
HH, so no m sunderstandings will occur.

Response: The EPA has not made the comrenter's recommended
changes to the definition of custody transfer. The definition of
custody transfer was derived from40 CFR part 60, subpart Kb.
Definitions in other rules would apply to those rules regardl ess
of how the EPA defines custody transfer in subpart HH, therefore
the comenter's clarification is unnecessary.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-16 recomrended that the definition
of custody transfer needs to address that a custody transfer

still occurs when a subsidiary or different branch of the sane
conpany "sells" or transfers natural gas to another branch of the
conpany.

Response: According to the proposed definition of custody
transfer, the scenario described by the comenter woul d be
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considered a custody transfer, if gas was transferred from
processing and/or treatnment in the produci ng operations, from
storage vessels or automatic transfer facilities, to pipelines or
any other fornms of transportation or if the gas was transported
to a natural gas processing plant. The scenario would not be
considered a point of custody transfer if the gas only changes
ownership within the conpany. Therefore, the EPA has not nade
any changes in response to this comment. The EPA intends to
i ssue i nplenmentation guidance on applicability in the future.
Comment: According to comrenter |1V-D-22, the definition of
custody transfer in subpart HH does not need to include natural
gas since applicability for natural gas production is established
by the gas entry into the facility subject to the natural gas
transm ssion and storage source category. Therefore, the
commenter reconmmended the followng nodification to the
definition of custody transfer to refer only to hydrocarbon
['iquids:

Custody transfer means, for purposes of this
subpart, the transfer of hydrocarbon |iquids after
processing and/or treatnent in the producing
operations, fromstorage vessels or automatic transfer
facilities to pipelines or any other forns of
transportation.

However, in their supplenental comments (1V-G 23), conmenter

| V-D- 22 requested that the EPA clarify that the point of custody
transfer is beyond such equi pnment as product | oading racks so
that this equipnent is covered by subpart HH  The comenter
stated that their position presented in their original comrent
letter (i.e., to renove natural gas fromthe definition of
custody transfer) had changed. The commenter stated that they
believed that it would be prudent for the EPA to adopt the
followi ng definition of custody transfer:

Custody transfer means the transfer of hydrocarbon
liquids or natural gas, after processing and/or
treatnment in the production operations, from storage
vessels, automatic transfer facilities, or other such
equi pnent, including product |oading racks, to
pi pelines or any other fornms of transportation. For
the purposes of this subpart, the EPA considers the
point at which such liquids or natural gas are placed
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into pipelines or other forms of transportation to be a
point of custody transfer.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter. |If the term
natural gas were renoved fromthe definition of custody transfer
the definition of associated equi pnent woul d be extended to the
end of the natural gas processing plant. During discussions with
i ndustry, the EPA believes that it was clear that aggregating
em ssion points fromnatural gas processing plants was an
acceptable interpretation of section 112(n)(4). The EPA has al so
made the recommended change to the definition of custody transfer
to incorporate | oading rack equi pnent.

Equi prment Leaks

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that the definition of
equi pnent leak is inconsistent with the definition of ancillary
equi pnent. For exanple, the commenter stated that product
accunul ator vessels are not included under the definition of
equi pnent | eak but they are included under the definition of
ancillary equipnent. The commenter noted that other differences
between the two definitions are possible. According to the
commenter, 863.769 (equi pnent | eak standards) applies to
"ancillary equi pnent” however, "that does not seemto work,"
especially for "ancillary equipnment” that is not defined as
"equi prent | eaks." The comenter suggested that subpart HH
"could get by with" either a definition of "equi prent |eak"” or a
definition of "ancillary equipnent."

Response: The EPA has nodified the definition of equi pnent
| eaks as follows to renpve inconsistencies between the
definitions of equipnent |eak and ancillary equi pnment:

Equi pnrent | eaks nmeans em ssions of hazardous air
pollutants fromancillary equipnment (as defined in this
section) and conpressors.

Federally enforceable

Comment: Commenter |V-D-05 stated that the definition of
maj or source allows a unit to consider control devices when
maki ng maj or source determ nations. According to the conmenter
t he preanbl e addresses this and nmakes it clear that the controls
must be federally enforceable. The commenter assuned that
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federally enforceable would apply if it were incorporated as a
condition of an operating permt that has gone through the
title V process (including the public comment period). |If this
is not the correct interpretation, the cormmenter stated that the
termfederally enforceabl e was vague and should be clarified.

Response: The commenter's interpretation was correct. The
definition of the termfederally enforceable, in 863.2 of the
Ceneral Provisions, includes a |ist of federally enforceabl e
terms and conditions, which includes those contained in atitle V
permt. The EPA believes that 863.2 is clear about what is
considered federally enforceable. Therefore, the EPA has not
incorporated a definition of federally enforceable that is
specific to subparts HH and HHH
Field Natural Gas

Comment: Commenter |V-D 22 reconmended del eting the
definition of field natural gas from subpart HH  The commenter
stated that the termwas not sufficiently different from"natura
gas" to require a separate |isting.

Response: The termfield natural gas is necessary to
di stingui sh between a natural gas production well and a natural
gas storage facility that uses a depleted well for storage. A
natural gas production well extracts natural gas that has not
been processed (i.e., field natural gas) and a natural gas
storage facility extracts natural gas that has been processed.
Therefore, the EPA has not renoved the definition of field
natural gas from 863. 761.
Fl ow | ndi cat or

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 recomended that the EPA clarify
that a flow indicator can include a device that shows the
position of a valve, rather than necessarily requiring a direct
reading of "flow. " The commenter stated that sonme EPA inspectors
have said that a valve position indicator is not a flow indicator
because it does not directly detect "flow "™ The conmenter
suggested that the literal |anguage of sone rules (before the
HON) m ght support this position. The commenter suggested that
the EPA use the current, anended definition of flow indicator
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from 863. 111 of subpart G of the HON and use it in subpart HHH
verbatim The commenter stated that this coment also applies to
subpart HH.

Response: The EPA agrees that a flow indicator should show
val ve position rather than directly reading the flow Therefore,
the EPA has included the following definition of flow indicator
in final subparts HH and HHH

Fl ow i ndi cat or neans a devi ce whi ch that—i ndi cat es
whet her gas flowis present in a line or whether the
val ve position would allow gas flow to be present in a
I'ine.

G ycol Dehydration Unit

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 stated that the definition of
gl ycol dehydration unit in subpart HHH has | oophol es. According
to the coomenter, a unit could be reconfigured so the natural gas
was not running counter currently to the glycol stream neaning
the unit would not be considered a "glycol dehydration unit" and
woul d not be regulated. The commenter further explained that a
unit would not be considered a "glycol dehydration unit" and
woul d not be regulated if it were reconfigured to (1) regenerate
gl ycol by any nethod other than distillation, or (2) not recycle
gl ycol back to "the absorber.” The comenter provided the
foll owi ng | anguage to address these | oophol es.

A ycol dehydration unit neans a device in which a
l'iquid glycol directly contacts a natural gas stream

and absorbs water in a contact tower or absorption
colum (absorber). The glycol contacts and absorbs
wat er vapor and ot her gas stream constituents fromthe
natural gas and becones "rich" glycol. This glycol is
t hen regenerated st

streamconsti+tuents in the glycol dehydration unit
reboiler. The distilled or "lean" glycol is then
recycl ed back—to—the—absorber.

The comenter stated that this coment may al so apply to subpart
HH.

Commenter |V-D- 22 recommended the follow ng addition to the
definition of glycol dehydration unit to clarify the types of
units covered by subpart HH
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A ycol dehydration unit neans a device in which
liquid glycol (ethylene glycol, diethylene glycol, or
triethylene glycol) absorbent directly contacts a
natural gas stream (that is circulated counter current
to the glycol flow) and absorbs water vapor in a
contact tower or absorption columm (absorber).

Response: The EPA agrees that the definition of glycol
dehydration unit in subparts HH and HHH has | oophol es.
Therefore, the EPA has nodified the definition to renove any
possi bl e | oophol es and to add sone exanpl es of types of gl ycol
that nmay be used in the process. Final subparts HH and HHH
contain the follow ng revised definition of glycol dehydration
unit:

d ycol dehydration unit nmeans a device in which a
liquid glycol (including, but not limted to, ethylene
gl ycol, diethylene glycol, or triethylene glycol)
absorbent directly contacts a natural gas stream {that
' ' and
absorbs water vapor in a contact tower or absorption
columm (absorber). The glycol contacts and absorbs
wat er vapor and ot her gas stream constituents fromthe
natural gas and becones "rich" glycol. This glycol is
t hen regenerated st
streamconsti+tuents—in the glycol dehydration unit
reboiler. The distilled or "lean" glycol is then
r ecycl ed—back—to—the—absorber.

Hydr ocarbon Liquid

Comment: Commenter |V-D 22 recomended the foll ow ng
nodi fication to the definition of hydrocarbon liquid to clarify
t hat produced water is not a hydrocarbon |iquid:

Hydrocarbon |iquid means any naturally occurring,
unrefined, petroleumliquid; produced water is not a
hydr ocar bon |1 qui d.

Response: The EPA has not nodified the definition of
hydrocarbon liquid in response to this coment. The statenent
t hat produced water is not a hydrocarbon liquid is contained in
the definition of produced water. The EPA believes that it would
be redundant to include it in the definition of hydrocarbon
i quid.
Hydr ocar bon Thr oughput

Comment: Comrenter |V-G 01 stated that hydrocarbon
t hr oughput shoul d be defined [for the storage tank applicability
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criteria of 500 barrels per day (BPD)]. According to the
commenter, naturally occurring hydrocarbon consists of oil,
wat er, and gas.

Response: The EPA does not believe there is a need to add a
definition for hydrocarbon throughput. The storage tank
applicability criteria in 863.764(c)(2) is based on the "actual
t hr oughput of hydrocarbon liquids.” Furthernore, the term
hydrocarbon liquids is defined in 863. 761
In Volatile Organic HAP (VOHAP) Service

Comment: Commenters |1V-D-06, IV-D-20, and |V-D 22 requested
clarification for the averaging period for the VOHAP
concentration trigger, for a streamto be subject to the
equi pnent | eak standards. Comenter |V-D-06 asked whet her the
t hreshol d concentration of 10 percent organic HAP in the
definition of in VOHAP service in subpart HH neans annual average
concentration, the normal concentration under standard operating
conditions, or the highest concentration ever encountered. The
commenter stated that if the 10 percent figure applies to the
hi ghest concentration, it will nake applicability and enforcenent
difficult because the highest concentration will probably not be
present during inspections. Commenters |IV-D-06, |IV-D 20, and
| V-D- 22 recommended an annual average, such as that in subpart H
of the HON or 40 CFR part 63, subpart CC.

Response: The MACT fl oor for equi pnent |eaks at natural gas
processing plants was determned to be at the | evel of control
requi red under the onshore natural gas processing plants NSPS (40
CFR part 60, subpart KKK). The control requirenents of 40 CFR
part 60, subpart KKK are equivalent to those in 40 CFR part 61,
subpart V. Since subpart Vis a HAP rule, the oil and natural
gas production NESHAP cross references subpart V. The
requi renents in subpart V state that, for a piece of equipnent to
be considered not in volatile HAP (VHAP) service, it nust be
determ ned that the percent VHAP can be expected never to exceed
10 percent by weight. Therefore, the EPA has not nodified the
averagi ng period for determnation for in VOHAP servi ce.
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However, to be consistent with subpart V, and to avoid
confusion between the two rules, the EPA has nodified this
definition to refer to VHAP, rather than VOHAP. This change w ||
al so affect several sections within subpart HH, including, the
definition of VOHAP (863.761), the equipnent |eaks standards
(863.769), and test nethods and procedures (863.772).

In Wt Gas Service

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-01 stated that in wet gas service
is not defined in 8863.761 or 61.241. The comrenter also stated
that it is not defined in either the NSPS or the hazardous
organi ¢ NESHAP (HON) equi pnent | eak provisions.

Response: The EPA agrees that a definition of in wet gas
service is necessary. Therefore, the EPA has added the foll ow ng
definition of in wet gas service to 863. 761, based on the one
contai ned in subpart KKK

In wet gas service neans that a piece of equi pnment
contains or contacts the field gas before the
extraction of natural gas |iquids.

| nci ner at or

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 noted that the definition of
i ncinerator contains the wong word. The commenter stated that
the | ast sentence nmentions energy recovery sections that "permt"”
the incom ng vent stream or conbustion air and it shoul d say
"preheat.” The commenter stated that this comment may al so apply
to subpart HH.

Response: The definition of incinerator in subpart HHH has
been revised to change the word "permt" to "preheat.” A
definition of incinerator was not included in subpart HH
Therefore, the sane revised definition has been added to 863. 761
of final subpart HH
Natural Gas

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-07 and |1 V-D- 31 requested that the
EPA revise the definition of natural gas in 863.1271 to state
that the primary constituent of natural gas is nethane, wthout
reference to any ot her conponents. Additionally, according to
the comenters, water vapor is essentially renpoved before
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transm ssion. The commenters stated that it appears the
definition of natural gas used is nore appropriate for production
gas than transm ssion and storage gas.

Response: The EPA agrees that the definition of natural gas
is confusing. Therefore, the EPA has revised the definition of
natural gas in 8863.761 and 63. 1271 based on the definition
contained in the Onshore Natural Gas Processing NSPS, 40 CFR part
60, subpart LLL (860.641):

Nat ural gas nmeans a naturally occurring m xture of
hydr ocar bon and nonhydrocarbon gases found in geol ogic
formati ons beneath the earth's surface. The principal
hydr ocarbon constituent is nethane.

Natural Gas Liquids

Comment: Commenter |V-D 22 recomended the foll ow ng
nodi fication to the definition of natural gas |liquids in subpart
HH to di stinguish |liquid phase hydrocarbons from vapor phase
hydr ocar bons:

Natural gas liquids (NG&s) neans the liquid
hydr ocar bons, such as ethane, propane, butane, pentane,
natural gasoline, and condensate that are extracted
fromfield gas.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter and has
nmodi fied the definition of natural gas |iquids, as foll ows:

Natural gas |liquids (NG&s) neans the liquid
hydr ocar bons, such as et hane, propane, butane, pentane,
nat ural gasoline, and condensate that are extracted
fromfield natural gas.

Natural Gas Processing Pl ant

Comment: Commenter |V-D-07 noted that the definition of a
natural gas processing plant in subpart HHis inconsistent with
t he background information docunent (BID)°. According to the
commenter, "extraction” not "separation and fractionation” is
descri bed as occurring at a natural gas processing plant. The

° National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Source Categories: GOl and Natural Gas Production and
Natural Gas Transm ssion and Storage - Background Information for
Proposed Standards. U.S. Environnental Protection Agency.
Research Triangle Park, NC. Publication No. EPA-453/R-94-079a.
April 1997.
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commenter stated that a definition of "extraction" or
"separation” should be included in the definition. As an
alternative, the comenter recommended that the EPA use the BID
description. The commenter also stated that the definitions of
"field natural gas" and "production well" are inadequate.

Commenter |1V-D-11 requested that the EPA clarify the term
"extraction" as it is used in the definition of natural gas
processing plant in subpart HH  The comrenter was concerned t hat
the term"extraction” could be msinterpreted to include sinple
producing field separation of natural gas and |liquids that occurs
absent of "processing.” The commenter stated that the EPA' s
di scussion of its interpretation of the term"extraction” in the
proposal and background docunents for the NSPS for Natural Gas
Processing Plants (subpart KKK) were a correct interpretation for
those activities that occur at a natural gas plant versus those
that occur at field production facilities. The commenter was
concerned that the State enployees that interpret the rules for
conpl i ance purposes are not always famliar with natural gas
processes. The commenter reconmmended that the EPA include a
definition of "extraction"” simlar to that in the NSPS preanble
in the final subpart HH The comrenter stated that if the EPA
does not include this definition in the final rule, the EPA
should clarify the intent of the termin the response to conments
in the final rule' s preanble.

Response: The EPA does not believe that further
clarification is necessary. The EPA has had extensive di scussions
with industry and trade associations during the devel opnment of
subpart HH related to the definitions of field natural gas and
production well, and devel oped these definitions based on this
information. Furthernore, the definition of natural gas
processing plant in 863.761 corresponds to the definition in
subpart KKK

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-16 suggested that tighter |anguage
or the addition of exclusionary |anguage shoul d be added to the
definition of natural gas processing plants to clarify that
subpart HH does not cover natural gas liquid (NG&) plants | ocated
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at refineries. According to the commenter, as defined, NG

plants at refineries which take liquid NGs into the plant and

fractionate theminto pure NG streans woul d be incl uded.
Response: It was not the EPA's intent to regulate NG

plants at refineries under the provisions of subpart HH

However, the it was the EPA's intent that natural gas processing

pl ant mean any processing site engaged in both of the criteria

listed in the proposed definition. Therefore, the EPA has

nodi fied the definition of natural gas processing plant as

fol |l ows:

Nat ural gas processing plant (gas plant) nmeans any
processing site engaged i n=—(%) the extraction of
natural gas liquids fromfield gas, or 2)—the
fractionation of m xed NGs to natural gas products, or
a conbination of both.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-22 recomrended the foll ow ng
nodi fication to the definition of natural gas processing plant in
subpart HHto identify the gas plant according to its primary
activities and Standard Industrial Cassification (SIC) or North
American Industry C assification System (NAICS) code:

Nat ural gas processing plant (gas plant) nmeans any
processing site, engaged—+n-—the prinmary purpose of
which is (1) the extraction of natural gas |liquids from
field gas, (2) the fractionation of natural gas |iquids
to natural gas products, or both, and which is
classified in SIC Code 1321 (NAICS Code 211112). For
pur poses _of subpart HH a gas plant is considered a
facility. A major source determination for a natura
gas processing plant will aggregate HAP eni ssions from
the facility, between the inlet scrubber and the plant
tailgate or other facility outlet boundary.

Response: The EPA has not made the recomrended nodification
to the definition of natural gas processing plant. The EPA does
not believe that including an SIC code in the definition of
natural gas processing plant is necessary. Furthernore, the EPA
does not believe that the comenters |ast two suggested sentences
(beginning with "For the purposes of subpart HH. . . ") are
necessary because the intent contained within these sentences is
included in the definition of facility.

No Det ectabl e En ssions
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Comment: Comrenter |IV-D-06 interpreted the definition of
"no detectable em ssions" to require an instrunent reading of
zero. The commenter stated that this is incorrect, as other
portions of subpart HHH require an instrunment reading of 500
parts per mllion (ppm or less for "no detectable em ssions."”
The commenter provided the follow ng | anguage for revising the
definition of no detectable em ssions in subpart HHH

No detectabl e em ssions neans no—escape—of
rotsS—a e 3 S = O

> vHee——o

(1) Festingthedevice—or—system | nstrunental
nonitoring results in accordance with the requirenents
of 863.1282(d); and

(2) No visible openings or defects in the device
or systemsuch as rips, tears, or gaps.

The commenter stated that this coment may al so apply to subpart
HH.

Commenter |V-D 22 recommended the follow ng alternative
definition for no detectable em ssions in subpart HH to conform
wi th the NSPS (subpart KKK):

No detectabl e em ssions neans no escape of HAP
froma device or systemto the atnosphere as determ ned
by: (1) Festingthe devices—or—systemitrmaccordance
wth—S863—772(¢c)—the arithnetic difference between the
maxi mum or gani ¢ _concentration indicated by the
instrument and the background level that is |ess than
10,000 parts per mllion by volune; and (2) No visible
openi ngs or defects in the device or system such as
rips, tears, or gaps.

Response: The definition of no detectable em ssions does
not require an instrunment reading of zero. Therefore, to clarify
the definition of no detectable em ssions in final subparts HH
and HHH, the EPA has revised the definition as foll ows:

No detectabl e em ssions neans no escape of HAP
froma device or systemto the atnosphere as determ ned

by:
(1) Festingthedevice—or—systen nstrunent

monitoring results in accordance with the requirenents
of 863.1282(b) [863.772(c) for subpart HH ; and

(2) The absence of visible openings or defects in
the device or systemsuch as rips, tears, or gaps.

The EPA believes that restating the requirenents of the Test
Met hods and Procedures sections in subparts HH and HHH
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[ 863. 771(c) and 863.1282(d)] within the definition of no
detectable em ssions is redundant. The EPA did not include these
requirenents in the definition.
Process Heater

Comment:  Commenter |V-D 22 recomended the foll ow ng
nodi fication to the definition of process heater in subpart HH to
conformwi th the I CCR

encl osed device using a controlled flanme, the prinary

pur pose of which is to transfer heat to a process fluid
or process material that is not a fluid, or to a heat
transfer material for use in a process unit (rather
than for steam generation).

Response: Since the definition proposed by the commenter is
reasonabl e, the EPA has nodified the definition of process heater
in subparts HH and HHH, as fol | ows:

Process heater neans an _encl osed device using a
controlled flane, the primary purpose of which is to
transfer heat to a process fluid or process nateri al
that is not a fluid, or to a heat transfer material for
use in a process (rather than for steam generation)that

Process Unit

Comment: Comrenter |IV-G 12 noted that the definition of
natural gas processing plant in subpart HHis identical to that
contained in 40 CFR part 60, subpart KKK, but the definition of
process unit is not included. The commenter was concerned that
wi t hout this acconpanying definition, subpart HH could be
interpreted anmbi guously with respect to exactly what equi pnent
is, or is not subject to regulatory requirenments. The comenter
suggested adding the definition of process unit from subpart KKK

Response: The term process unit, as used in 40 CFR part 60,
subpart KKK, is necessary to determne the affected sources for
that rule. Since the affected sources in subpart HH are |listed
in 863.760(b), the definition of process unit is not necessary.
Production Field Facilities
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Comment: Commenter |V-G 01l requested that the EPA clarify
whet her outer continental shelf (OSC) platfornms are considered
production field facilities.

Response: The determ nation about whether OCS platforns are
production field facilities is based on existing OCS regul ati ons
and the EPA has not added clarifying | anguage to subpart HH
Under the current definition, OCS platfornms would be considered
production field facilities when in waters under EPA control as
desi gnat ed by existing OCS regul ati ons.

Startup and Shut down

Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-06 suggested that the EPA have
specific definitions of startup and shutdown in subpart HHH  The
commenter remarked that the EPA' s apparent use of the CGeneral
Provisions definition of startup and shutdowmn will not work. The
commenter stated that the definitions in the General Provisions
deal only with startups and shutdowns of a process and do not
deal with startups and shutdowns of control devices or nonitoring
systenms. The commenter was concerned that the startup, shutdown,
and mal function plan for a facility would not be applicable for
reduci ng em ssions during a control device or nonitoring system
mal functions. The comenter reconmended that the EPA include
specific definitions of startup and shutdown in subpart HHH and
that those definitions should include control devices and
noni toring systens. The comenter stated that this comment al so
applies to subpart HH

Response: The purpose of the startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan, as defined in 863.6(e)(3) of the general
provi sions (subpart A), is to "ensure that, at all tines, owners
or operators operate and nmaintain affected sources, including
associated air pollution control devices, in a manner consistent
wi th good air pollution control practices for m nimzing
emssions . . . " The EPA has added definitions for startup and
shut down, based on the definitions found in 863.101 of subpart F,
to 8863.761 and 63.1271. It should be noted that the definitions
of startup and shutdown contained in subpart F do not contain
| anguage referring to control devices or nonitoring equipnent.
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State Waters

Comment: Commenter |V-D 22 recomended adding the foll ow ng
definition of state waters in subpart HHto clarify the scope of
coverage of offshore facilities:

State waters neans those waters for which States
have been granted jurisdiction over offshore lands to a
di stance of three nautical mles fromtheir coasts by
t he Subnerged Lands Act [43 U.S.C. 1301, et seqg.]. In
the case of waters offshore from Texas and from Fl ori da
in the Gulf of Mexico, State waters are those waters
over offshore |ands for which these two states have
jurisdiction to a distance of three nmarine | eagues
[ approxi mately 10.35 statute mles].

Response: The scope of coverage of OCS platforns is based
on existing OCS regul ations. Therefore, the EPA did not add
clarifying | anguage to subpart HH
St or age vesse

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-05 recommended that the EPA define
storage vessel. The commenter asked if a group of tanks at a
facility or each separate tank was consi dered a storage vessel.
The commenter explained that in the case where two tanks process
900 BPD and share a common vent, applicability could be easily
avoi ded with by adding vents to each tank and dividing the flow
in half to be below the 500 BPD cutof f.

Response: According to 863. 761, a storage vessel is defined

as "a tank or other vessel." Therefore, a group of tanks would
not be considered a storage vessel. Additionally, storage vessel
applicability is on a per vessel basis. In the scenario

descri bed by the commenter, applicability would be based on
actual tank throughput despite vent configuration. Therefore,
t he EPA has not made the suggested change.
Storage vessel with the potential for flash em ssions

Comment: Commenter |V-D-08 recomended the foll owi ng new
definition for flash gas in subpart HH

Fl ash Gas: VOC em ssions from depressurization of
crude oil or condensate when it is transferred froma
hi gher pressure to a | ower pressure tank, reservoir, or
ot her cont ai ner.

2-71



Commenter |1V-D-07 recommended that the EPA clarify the definition
of flash em ssions. The commenter stated that at sone
facilities, a small pressure drop exists between a separator and
a storage vessel, so flash em ssions are |low. The comenter

expl ained that many facilities dunp separators straight into a
wet header system and have no flash em ssions, while other
facilities may only dunp | ow pressure separators to atnospheric
st orage tanks.

Response: The EPA believes that regul ating storage vessels
based on tank contents rather than operation will prevent the
possibility of HAP em ssions being emtted to the atnosphere via
flashing fromuncontrolled tanks. The EPA has added the
foll owi ng | anguage to the definition of storage vessel with the
potential for flash em ssions to clarify what is neant by flash
em ssi ons:

Fl ash em ssions occur when di ssol ved hydrocarbons
in the fluid evol ve from sol uti on when the fluid
pressure is reduced.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 suggested that the EPA delete
the requirement for an APl gravity of 400 and use the requirenent
for hydrocarbon liquids with a GOR of 1,750 scf/bbl of condensate
in the definition of "flash em ssions.” The comenter stated
that flexibility is added to the definition since if the GOR
changes over tinme, it could be averaged over one year. The
commenter al so suggested that the specific gravity for an API
gravity of 400 is 0.83 which, according to the commenter, seens
"excessively |ow "

Commenter |V-G 02 stated that controlling storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions is an appropriate goal
(since nost storage tank em ssions in oil and gas production are
associated with flash em ssions). The comenter expl ai ned
however, that using APl gravity as a threshold for determining if
flash em ssions occur is not appropriate, by itself, as a good
i ndication of flash potential. The comenter suggested that GOR
directly measures flash potential and is nuch nore appropriate
for use as a control cutoff criterion. The commenter recomended
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that the EPA delete the APl gravity criteria fromthe proposed
definition of "storage vessel with the potential for flash
em ssions” in 863.761.

Response: The cutoffs included in the definition of storage
vessels with the potential for flash em ssions are intended to
identify storage vessels that have the potential for flash
em ssions. The EPA believes that both the API gravity and stock
tank GOR of a liquid are necessary to identify the hydrocarbon
liquids that the EPA believes to have the potential for flash
em ssions. In addition, a throughput cutoff of 500 BPD per tank
was added to the definition because the EPA believes that flash
em ssions are nore likely with higher throughputs. Sections
63. 760(a) (1) (iii) and 63.1270(a)(4) of the final rules state that
ot her paraneters used to cal cul ate em ssions (such as APl gravity
or GOR) nust be the maxi mum for the period over which the maxi num
natural gas or hydrocarbon |iquid throughput is determ ned, and
nmust be based on hi ghest neasured val ues or annual averages. The
EPA has not altered the definition of storage vessel with the
potential for flash em ssions based on this coment.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 requested that the definition of
storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions clarify
how em ssion estimates and seasonal operation should be handl ed.

Response: Since the hydrocarbon |iquid throughput cutoff is
based on actual throughput, seasonal fluctuations should not
affect applicability. The EPA has not supplied gui dance on
em ssion estimations in the promulgated rule. The EPA intends to
publ i sh gui dance for em ssion estinmations.

Comment: Commenter |V-D- 08 recomended the foll ow ng
revisions to the definition for storage vessel with the potenti al
for flash em ssions in subpart HH

St orage vessel with the potential for flash
em ssi ons neans any storage vessel that contains a
hydrocarbon liquid with a well head-wei ghted average GOR
equal to or greater than 50 cubic neters (1,750 cubic
feet) per barrel er—and an APl gravity equal to or
greater than 40 degrees.
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Commenter |V-D 22 reconmmended the follow ng nodification to
the definition of storage vessel with the potential for flash
em ssions in subpart HH, to clarify that the GOR is the annual
average wel | head GOR and to indicate the point of neasurenent:

Storage vessel with the potential for flash
em ssi ons neans any storage vessel that contains
hydrocarbon liquids with a GOR equal to or greater than
50 cubic neters (1,750 cubic feet) per barre
determi ned as an annual weighted average of the wells
feeding the storage vessel or an APl gravity equal to
or greater than 40 degrees_neasured at the storage
t ank.

Response: The GOR is a neasure of the anmount of entrained
gas contained in a hydrocarbon liquid. Therefore, the higher the
GOR, the higher the potential for flash em ssions. The EPA
beli eves that the GOR should be neasured as close to the storage
vessel as possible, as the stock tank GOR, to obtain a realistic
value to determ ne flash em ssions. The EPA has added the phrase
"stock tank" before GOR to the definition of storage vessel with
the potential for flash em ssions.

In addition, the EPA has added the throughput cutoff
criterion to the storage vessels with the potential for flash
em ssions definition. The final rule states that a storage
vessel with the potential for flash em ssions is defined as a
storage vessel that contains a hydrocarbon liquid with a stock
tank GOR equal to or greater than 1,750 scf/bbl and an API
gravity equal to or greater than 40 degrees, and a hydrocarbon
liquid throughput equal to or greater than 500 bpd. By adding
the throughput criterion to the definition of storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions, rather than as a cutoff
specified in proposed 863.764(c)(2), storage vessels that do not
meet the criteria for a storage vessel wth the potential for
flash em ssions are not considered affected sources in the final
rule and are not included in a facility's PTE cal cul ation for
determ ning maj or source status.

Surface Site

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-16 requested that the word

"platform be renoved fromthe definition of surface site in
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subpart HH. According to the commenter, when covered with the
definition of facility, the definition of surface site could be
m sinterpreted to include offshore platforns. The comenter
stated that offshore platforns should not be covered by

section 112 since control of em ssions offshore will not protect
the public as there is no public offshore.

Response: It is not the EPA's intent to exenpt offshore
platforns. Therefore, the EPA has not renoved the termplatform
fromthe definition of surface site.

Comment: Commenter |V-D 22 recomended the foll ow ng
nodi fication to the definition of surface site in subpart HH to
clarify that individual surface sites connected by |inear
installations (e.g., roads, waterways, etc.) are not part of the
same facility:

Surface site nmeans the graded pad, gravel pad,
foundation, platform or imredi ate physical |ocation
upon whi ch equi pnent is physically affixed. 1ndividual
surface sites connected solely by a road, waterway,
wal kway, power line, or pipeline shall not be
considered part of the sane facility.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter and has
nodi fied the definition of facility by adding | anguage to clarify
that two or nore surface sites connected by linear installations
are not part of the sanme facility. The EPA does not believe it
iI's necessary to add the sanme clarifying | anguage to the
definition of surface site. However, the surface site definition
has been revised as follows to specify that graded pad sites and
gravel pad sites are considered surface sites:

Surface site nmeans any conbination of one or nore
the—graded pad sites, gravel pad sites, foundations,
platforns, or the inmedi ate physical |ocation upon
whi ch equi pnent is physically affixed.

Tenperature Mnitoring Device

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08, IV-D-22, IV-G02, and I V-G 12
recommended the follow ng nodification to the definition of
tenperature nonitoring device in subpart HH to all ow equi pnent
that uses the Fahrenheit scale, and to renove the accuracy
speci fications:
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Tenperature nonitoring device neans a unit of
equi prent used to measure feniter—tenperature_at any
point in a process in degrees F or C

acctracyof —+t—percent—of thetenperaturebeirng
roni-tored—expressed—+n9€—or—+09€—nwhichever—+s
greater.

Response: The EPA has nodified the definition of
tenperature nonitoring device, as follows, to allow equi pnent
that uses the Fahrenheit scale and to clarify that the accuracy
requi renents are the mninumallowed to ensure conpliance. The
EPA bel i eves that the accuracy requirenents are necessary to
ensure that nonitoring equi pnment is operating to denonstrate
ongoi ng conpliance. However, the EPA has nodified the | evel of
accuracy to allow the owner or operator nore flexibility in
choosing a nonitoring device.

Tenperature nonitoring device means an instrunment

a—uni-t—of—equiprent—used to nonitor tenperature and

havi ng an m ni mum accuracy of +2% percent of the

t enperature being nonitored expressed in OC, or +2.56-5
OC, whichever is greater. The tenperature nonitoring
device nmay neasure tenperature in degrees Fahrenheit or
degrees Celsius, or both.

Underground Natural Gas Storage Facilities

Comment: Commenter |V-D-07 stated that the definition for
under ground natural gas storage facilities is inconsistent with
the storage process. The comenter stated that the preanble
descri bes underground storage facilities as "typically extending
fromthe natural gas processing plant to the |local distribution
conpany." According to the comenter, nost storage facilities
recover gas fromfornmer production wells, separate the liquids in
hi gh pressure separators, transfer liquids to a wet header system
that transports liquids to a gas processing plant (these |iquids
are laden with natural gas), and dehydrates the natural gas
before transfer to the pipeline network.

Response: The preanble to the proposal describes natural
gas transm ssion and storage facilities as "typically extending
fromthe natural gas processing plant to the |ocal distribution
conpany, " and underground storage facilities as "subsurface
facilities that store natural gas that has been transferred from
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its original location for the primary purpose of |oad bal ancing."”
It is not the EPA's intent for the description to be al

i nclusive of processes at a storage facility and believes that

t he description of underground storage sufficiently covers the
storage process. Therefore the EPA has not made any changes to
the regulation in response to this comrent.
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2.3 ASSOCI ATED EQUI PMENT

Several comrenters responded to the EPA' s request for
comments on their interpretation of "associated equipnent” in
section 112(n)(4) of the Act.

Comment: According to comenters [V-D-02, |V-D-04, |V-D 07,
IV-D-08, IV-D-19, IV-D-20, IV-D-22, IV-D-31, IV-D-33, |IV-D 38,
V-G 02, and I V-G 03, section 112(n)(4) mandates no aggregation
of em ssions fromindividual sources at oil and gas production
fields. Comenters IV-D-04 and | V-D-31 stated that the CAA
provides a clear intent to not aggregate em ssions from snal
sources (e.g., exploration or production wells and their
associ at ed equi pnent, conpressor stations and other simlar
units) in order to create major sources. Commenters |V-D- 02,
|V-D-07, IV-D-19, I1V-D-20, I1V-D-33, and 1V-D-38 stated that the
EPA exceeded its statutory authority under section 112(n)(4) in
its proposed definition of facility, by allowing for the
aggregation of em ssions fromglycol dehydration units and
storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions. The
commenters requested that the EPA be consistent with the CAA
According to commenter |V-D-20, the EPA did not create a
regul atory definition that is true to the statute.

Response: The EPA di sagrees that the Agency exceeded its
statutory authority for the reasons discussed below. Section
112(a) (1) generally requires HAP em ssion points within a
contiguous area and under comon control to be aggregated in a
maj or source determ nation for the purposes of section 112.
VWhile this approach is appropriate for facilities in nost
industries, it may |lead to unreasonabl e aggregations if strictly
applied to oil and natural gas field operations. G ven that sone
oil and natural gas operations (e.g., a production field) may
cover several square mles or that |eases and mneral rights
agreenents give sone conpanies control over a large area of
contiguous property, determ nation of major source status
strictly by the | anguage of section 112(a)(1) could nean in this
i ndustry that HAP em ssions nust be aggregated from em ssions
poi nts separated over |arge distances.
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Congress addressed the uni que aspects of the oil and natural
gas production industry by providing the special provisions in

section 112(n)(4) of the Act referring to the ". . .oil and gas
exploration or production well (with its associ ated
equi pnent). . ." However, Congress did not provide a definition

of the term "associated equi pnent” in the statutory | anguage,
leaving its interpretation to the EPA. A definition of this term
is inmportant in determning the major source status of facilities
in both the oil and natural gas production and the natural gas
transm ssion and storage source categories.

In the absence of clear guidance in the statute, the EPA
eval uated various options for defining "associ ated equi pnent™
prior to proposal and devel oped the proposed definition. The
commenters did not offer substantive new information to support
their claimthat the EPA had exceeded its authority. The next
comment and response provide additional information regarding the
devel opment of the definition of associated equi pnment.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-07, I1V-D-19, 1V-D-20, 1V-D 33, and
|V-D-38 did not agree with the EPA's definition of associated
equi pnent, and contended that glycol dehydration units and
storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions shoul d be
consi dered "associ ated equi pnent . "

Al t hough they did not support the EPA s proposed definition
of associ ated equi pnent, commenter |V-D-20 stated their support
for the EPA's efforts to control HAP that represent an adverse
i npact to human health and the environment by focusing on the
sources that emt the nost HAP fromthe oil and natural gas
production source category.

Commenters |V-D-19 and | V-D-20 were concerned that creating
exenptions fromthe terns of the statute would create a negative
precedent for this and future rules and, along with commenter
| V-D- 38, requested that the EPA nodify the definition of major
source and associ ated equi pnment to conply with the provisions of
CAA section 112(n)(4)(A).

Commenter |V-D- 29 supported a nore narrow definition of
"associ ated equi prment” that al so excludes glycol dehydration
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units and storage vessels with flash em ssions. The comenter
was concerned that many potential major sources in Santa Barbara
and Ventura counties would be exenpted under the broad definition
of associ ated equi pnment .

Al t hough comenters IV-D-08, IV-D-22, IV-G02, and | V-G 03
did not fully support the EPA's interpretation of "associ ated
equi pnent, " they acknow edged that the proposal to limt the
aggregation of em ssions to HAP from gl ycol dehydration units and
storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions was a
wor kabl e solution to the aggregation of all HAP sources. The
commenters suggested that the aggregation of dehydration units
and storage vessels with flash potential would result in the sanme
maj or source determ nation as aggregation of all potenti al
sources, but would reduce the burden on the facility operator.
In addition, comenter 1V-D-05 stated that the rationale and
conclusions used to clarify ancillary equipnent for aggregating
em ssions for a major source determ nation seened appropri ate.
[ Note: The comenter nentioned "ancillary equipnment” but nost
i kely neant "associ ated equi pnent,"” as the comment appears to be
directed toward associ ated equi pnent.] According to the
commenter, the EPA' s decision to aggregate glycol units and
storage vessels with flash em ssions will "give the rule sone
degree of effectiveness."”

Response: According to the statutory definition of major
source in section 112(a)(1) of the Act, HAP em ssions from al
em ssion points within a contiguous area and under common contr ol
must be counted in a major source determnation. By stating that
em ssions fromany oil and gas production and exploration well
(wth its associ ated equi pnment) cannot be aggregated for a major
source determ nation, the provisions of section 112(n)(4)(A) nean
HAP em ssions fromeach well and each piece of equipnent
considered to be associated with the well nust be eval uated
separately in a nmajor source determnation. That is, any well or
pi ece of associ ated equi pnent would only be determ ned to be a
maj or source if HAP em ssions fromthat well or piece of
associ at ed equi pnent were nmj or.
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Therefore, to inplenent this special provision of the Act
for the oil and natural gas production source category, a
definition of "associ ated equi pnent” was necessary. The EPA
proposed that "associ ated equi pnent” be defined as all equi pnent
associated with a production well up to the point of custody
transfer, except that glycol dehydration units and storage
vessels with the potential for flash em ssions would not be
associ ated equi pnment. I n developing this proposed definition,

t he Agency eval uated several options. The Agency al so sought and
received input fromindustry and ot her stakehol ders.

In the absence of clear guidance in the statute, the EPA
eval uated various options for defining "associ ated equi pnent™
prior to proposal. The EPA's objective was to arrive at a
reasonable interpretation that would: (1) provide substantive
meaning to the term "associ ated equi pnent"” consistent with
congressional intent; (2) prevent the aggregation of small,
scattered HAP em ssion points in major source determ nations;

(3) be easily inplenentable; and (4) not preclude the aggregation
of significant HAP em ssion points in the source category. Due
to the lack of clarity in the statute and the potential inpact on
maj or source determ nations, the Agency worked with industry
stakehol ders to identify and eval uate options prior to proposal.

| ndustry representatives expressed their goals for the
interpretation of associated equi pnent, and provided information
on the magni tude of HAP em ssions points and the potenti al

i npacts of various options considered by the EPA

The EPA considered, but rejected a definition based on a
narrow i nterpretation that would include only valves and fittings
on a well as being associated equi pnent prinmarily because this
option woul d not provide any additional relief to industry beyond
what woul d have been provi ded had Congress only used the term
"well" in section 112(n)(4) of the Act. The EPA also rejected a
definition, initially recommended by industry, that was based on
a broad interpretation that would include equi pnent far beyond
the well as associ ated equi pnent.
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I n discussions with industry stakehol ders over an extended
period of tinme prior to proposal, the Agency sought to reach a
wor kabl e sol ution on the definition of associ ated equi pnent, one
that recognized the need to inplenent relief for this industry as
Congress intended, and that also allowed for the appropriate
regul ation of significant em ssion points. 1In a technical
eval uation, the EPA identified glycol dehydration units and
storage tanks with flash em ssion potential as substanti al
contributors to HAP em ssions, particularly relative to sources
such as production wells. This conclusion was supported by
i ndustry. Under the proposed approach, associ ated equi pnment was
defined as all equipnent up to the point of custody transfer,
excl udi ng gl ycol dehydration units and storage vessels with the
potential for flash em ssions. This approach also included a
definition of facility in the rule that effectively limted the
di stance over which all em ssion points (including glycol
dehydration units and storage vessels with the potential for
flash em ssions) nay be aggregated. Based on discussions with
i ndustry prior to proposal, as well as coments received
supporting the proposed definition of associated equi pnent, the
Agency believes that the proposed approach best neets both
i ndustry and EPA goals for inplenentation of the | anguage of
section 112(n)(4).

Comment ers who argued that the Agency exceeded its authority
with the definition of associ ated equi pnent offered no
substantive new information to support their claim The EPA
could not find support in the statute or in the legislative
hi story® that indicated that Congress intended to preclude
aggregation of all em ssion points, including such significant
ones as glycol dehydration units and storage tanks with flash
em ssion potential through their inclusion as associated
equi pnent. Rather, there are clear indications, in the EPA s

9 Conference Debates and Report. In: A Legislative History
of the Clean Air Act Amendnents of 1990. U.S. Governnent
Printing Ofice. Novenber 1993. P. 1238.
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j udgenent, that Congress' primary intent was to preclude the
aggregation of small emtting sources over vast distances. The
| egi slative history of the Act, for exanple, indicates that
Congress believed that oil and natural gas production wells and
their "associ ated equi pnment” generally have | ow HAP em ssi ons
and are typically located in wi dely dispersed geographic areas,
rat her than being concentrated in a single area. The EPA used
this background as a guide in developing an interpretation of
"associ ated equi pnent” along with avail able data on HAP em ssi ons
fromemssion points within the oil and natural gas production
source category. The EPA believes that glycol dehydration units
and storage vessels with the potential for flash em ssions are
not the type of small HAP em ssion points that Congress intended
to be included in the definition of associated equi pnent.

After the EPA s review and consideration of all comments
recei ved on the proposal, the definition of associated equi pnent
promul gated in today's rule is the sane as proposed.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-07 remarked that it is arbitrary to
i ncl ude storage vessels in which treating and processi ng does not
t ake pl ace as associ ated equi pnent, because these vessels have
t he highest potential for flash em ssions as conpared to storage
vessel s further downstream

Response: Wth regard to including, as associ ated
equi pnent, storage vessels in which no treating or processing
takes place, this statenent in the preanble to the proposal
referred to an internedi ate option that the EPA consi dered.

Under this option, all equipment up to the point where initial
processi ng of an extracted hydrocarbon streamtakes place would
be consi dered associ ated equi pnent. Thus, only the Chri st nas
tree and storage vessels in which no treating or separation takes
pl ace woul d be consi dered associ ated equi pnent. However, this
option was rejected by the EPA as being a definition that was too
narr ow.

The option selected by the EPA states that storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions are not to be considered
associ ated equi pnent. Therefore, the EPA has focussed the
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st andards (subpart HH) on those storage vessels with significant
em ssi ons.

Comment: Commenter |V-G 01 requested that the EPA clarify
whet her "all equi pment fromthe wellbore to the point of custody
transfer” (as stated in 863.761) includes "ancillary equi pnment."

Response: Associ ated equi pnent is defined in 863.761 to
i nclude all equipnment fromthe wellbore to the point of custody
transfer, except glycol dehydration units and storage vessels
with the potential for flash em ssions. Therefore, prior to the
poi nt of custody transfer, ancillary equi pnment is considered to
be associ ated equi pnent and cannot be aggregated to determ ne
maj or source status. Therefore, the EPA has not nade any changes
to subpart HH in response to this coment.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-07 felt that inserting the
statenment about custody transfer does not clarify the neaning of
associ ated equi pnent. The commenter expl ai ned that custody
transfer usually occurs after a prelimnary separation of gas and
[iquids, which includes the use of storage vessels with flash
em ssi ons.

In contrast, comenter |1V-D-05 stated that the termafter
custody transfer is "probably the nost universal termthat can be
used in regards to clarity.”

Response: As stated in a previous response, the EPA defined
associ ated equi pnent to conply with its interpretation of section
112(n) (4)(A) of the CAA. Al though storage vessels with the
potential for flash em ssions typically occur prior to the point
of custody transfer, the EPA specifically excluded these
em ssions sources fromthe definition of associated equipnment in
an effort to focus on significant HAP em ssion points.

The term "custody transfer” is included in the definition of
associ at ed equi pnent as the point of delineation for where
em ssion aggregation of all em ssion points wwthin a facility may
occur. It is also used as the basic point to define where the
oil and natural gas production source category ends and the
natural gas transm ssion and storage source category begins. The
exceptions to this are natural gas processing plants, which are
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included in the scope of the oil and natural gas production
source category even though they are considered to be after a
poi nt of custody transfer. This exception was provided because
natural gas processing plants are typically clearly defined
facilities within this source category. Furthernore, during the
devel opnent of the proposed regul ations, industry repeatedly
stated that the termcustody transfer is well understood within
the industry and that custody transfer of hydrocarbon streans
occurs only once and not nultiple times. Therefore, the EPA has
not made any changes to the definition of associated equi pnment in
response to this coment.
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2.4 HAP EM SSI ON PO NTS

Comment: The EPA specifically requested information and
comments, along with supporting docunentation, on HAP em ssions
fromseveral em ssion points. These em ssion points included:
(1) process vents at amne treating units and sul fur plants,
(2) transfer and storage of pipeline pigging wastes,
(3) conbustion sources |ocated at oil and natural gas production
and natural gas storage and transm ssion facilities, and
(4) storage vessels at natural gas transm ssion and storage
facilities.

Amine Treaters and Sulfur Units. Commenters |V-D 07
| V-D-16, 1V-D-22, and I V-G 09 responded to the EPA s request for
information on amne treaters and sul fur units. The commenters
stated that amne treaters are nost likely small sources of HAP
and there is little available data to estimate HAP em ssions from
t hese sources. Commenter |V-D-07 requested clarification on how
t hese em ssions should be estimated. Comenter |V-D-16
recomended that if amine units and sulfur recovery units are
shown to be significant sources of HAP, they can be controlled
during the residual risk reviewrequired by section 112(f) of the
CAA. Commenter |V-D-22 stated that since there are relatively
few units (as conmpared to glycol dehydration units and storage
tanks), the am ne treater unit and sulfur recovery unit totals
woul d result in an extrenely small percentage of total baseline
year HAP for the source category. Commenter |1V-G 09 stated that
am ne plants are designed to renove carbon dioxide, sulfur, and
other inpurities fromthe gas. According to the commenter, nost
aromatic and | ong chain hydrocarbons are renoved from natural gas
for their econom c value before the gas treatnent in am ne
plants. The commenter further explained that the |arge anmount of
non- conbusti bl e gases in the vents of am ne plants nmakes flaring
i npractical and the high flow rate of these non-condensabl e gases
makes condensers technically not feasible. At this tinme, the
commenter stated that they were not able to provide an exanpl e of
a practical control technology and recommended not regul ating
am ne plants under this standard.
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Pi peline Pigging Qperations. Comenters |IV-D-07, |1V-D 08,
|v-D-10, IVv-D- 16, IV-D- 17, IV-D-20, IV-D-22, and | V-G 09
responded to the EPA's request for information on pipeline
pi ggi ng operations. According to the commenters, pipeline
pigging activities are perfornmed to renove scal e and ot her
accunul ations, and occur intermttently and infrequently with
insignificant fugitive em ssions. Commenter |V-G 09 stated that
al though there is no set schedule, nost transmi ssion lines are
pi gged | ess than once per year, and are open to the atnosphere
for only the few hours required to discharge the liquids and the
solids collected. The commenters stated that pigging wastes are
contained in storage tanks and have m ninmal em ssions. The
commenters requested that the EPA not regul ate these sources.
According to commenters IV-D-07, IV-D-08, IV-D-20, |IV-D22, and
| V-G 09 the wastes generated frompigging are primarily solids
with entrained |iquids and contain small anmounts of VOC and HAP
The commenters concl uded that potential HAP em ssions from
pi pel i ne pigging operations would be inconsequential in the oi
and natural gas production source category.

Commenter |V-D 10 suggested that, until the EPA has
devel oped specific requirenents and applicability determ nations
for HAP em ssions fromtransfer and storage of pipeline pigging
wast es and comnbustion sources, these units should not be covered
under the oil and gas MACT. The commenter was nostly concerned
with estimating PTE for HAP em ssions fromtransfer and storage
of pipeline pigging wastes and conbustion sources fromthe
gathering portion of their conpany. Besides the infrequent
occurrence of pigging operations, the coomenter stated that there
is no testing nethod avail able for neasuring these em ssions from
t he pigging waste storage tanks. According to the commenter,
guantifying em ssions fromthe tanks is difficult. [In addition,
the flowis difficult to nmeasure given the unsteady fl ow
conditions and the variability of the gas conposition over tine.
The comenter stated that it would be unfair to the industry to
assune they are major sources due to em ssions from pigging since
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there is no ability to test for applicability to the
requirenments.

Conbustion sources. Comenters |V-D-20 and | V-D 22
di scussed conbustion sources. The comenters suggested they were
not aware of any existing database that adequately characterizes
t he popul ati ons of equi pnment, HAP em ssions, or risk of exposure
to the public for conbustion sources at oil and gas production
facilities. The comenters also noted that the | CCR had been
initiated, by the EPA, to address conbustion sources. Comenter
| V-D-20 al so rem nded the EPA that conbustion sources in the
Appal achi an region are unique fromthose in the Southwest. The
commenter explained that in Appal achia, the oil and gas
production rel ated conbusti on sources are generally in non-urban
areas, emt small amounts of HAP and pose little if any risk to
human heal th

Storage vessels at natural gas transm ssion and storage
facilities. Several commenters responded to the EPA s request
for informati on on storage vessels fromnatural gas transm ssion
and storage facilities. Commenters IV-D-08, IV-D-12, |V-D 16
| V-D-35, and I V-G 12 suggested that there are snmall anmounts of
I iquids associated with transm ssion and storage facilities. The
commenters al so stated that the |iquids associated with
transm ssion and storage facilities contain small anmounts of HAP
resulting in insignificant em ssions. Comenter |V-D-07 stated
that at sone facilities, a small pressure drop exists between a
separator and a storage vessel, so flash em ssions are | ow.
According to the comenter, many facilities dunp separators
straight into a wet header system and have no flash em ssions,
while other facilities may only dunp | ow pressure separators to
at nospheric storage tanks. The commenter and comenter |V-D- 31
recommended that an annual average be used to evaluate "fl ash
potential™ if the EPA decides to regul ate storage vessels in the
natural gas transm ssion and storage category. Comrenter |V-D- 08
expl ained that by the tinme natural gas enters the transm ssion
facility, nost of the liquid has been renoved. The conment er
further explained that the entrained liquids are collected in
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barrels and enptied infrequently. According to the commenter,
requiring controls on storage vessels at natural gas transm ssion
and storage facilities would provide negligible HAP em ssi on
reduction. Commenter |1V-D 12 recomended that these sources not
be subject to em ssion controls unless, and until, the EPA has
col |l ected and anal yzed adequate information to denonstrate that
controls are justified. Commenter |V-D-16 suggested that if the
applicability sections of subpart HH and HHH do not overl ap, the
tanks that need control will be covered under subpart HH
Commenter |V-D-35 stated that very few natural gas transm ssion
and storage facilities in the State of Col orado use storage
vessels. Commenter |1V-G 12 renmarked that storage tanks at their
gas storage facilities are used to hold lubricating and fuel oils
for internal conbustion engines, or fluids with very |ow vapor
pressures such as glycol or produced water. According to the
commenter, the calculation of em ssions fromthese tanks for
title V permtting purposes showed that they are of a de mnims
nat ur e.

Response: Based on the comments received, the EPA believes
that process vents at amne treating units and sul fur plants,
transfer and storage of pipeline pigging wastes, conbustion
sources located at oil and natural gas production and natural gas
storage and transm ssion facilities, and storage vessels at
natural gas transm ssion and storage facilities are not
significant sources of HAP and do not warrant regulation under
subparts HH and HHH. If warranted, conbustion sources at natural
gas transm ssion and storage facilities may be regul at ed under
future regqgul ati ons.

However, a recently published report from GRI addressed HAP
em ssions fromamne treater and sul fur recovery units. The
report indicated that amne treaters and sulfur units are not
significant contributors to overall national HAP em ssions from
the oil and natural gas production source category. However, the
report indicated that amne treaters nmay be significant
contributors to HAP em ssions on a site-specific facility basis.
It should be noted that em ssions fromamne treaters and sul fur
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recovery units nmust be taken into consideration by a facility's
owner or operator in making nmaj or source determ nations.
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2.5 | MPACTS
2.5.1 Cost I npacts Including Production Recovery Credits

Comment: Commenters |IV-D-07 and |1 V-D-12 stated that the
cost data are not representative of the true inpact of subpart
HHH and denonstrates that the data base is inadequate. The
commenters referred to the econom ¢ anal ysis which indicated that
only five facilities would be affected at a collective capital
cost of $57,000. According to the comrenters, the size range
exam ned was 20 to 50 Mvscf/d, which is not at all representative
of the dehydration equi pment they operate. Commenter |V-D 12
reviewed the proposal and determ ned that at |east four major
sources on their systemwould be subject to subpart HHH
Addi tionally, the comrenter provided an exanpl e of condenser
controls equivalent to those proposed in the standard that had
been installed on two dehydration units of 300 Mwscf/d each, at a
single site, at a capital cost greater than $500,000. The
commenter remarked that this exanple denonstrates that the EPA' s
under standi ng of the natural gas transm ssion and storage source
category is flawed and deficient. The comenter reconmended t hat
the EPA take nore tinme to understand the industry, and to anal yze
em ssions and cost inpacts before proceeding further with the
rul emaki ng. Commenter |V-D-07 also nentioned that the
recor dkeepi ng costs seemvery | ow.

Commenters IV-D-15 and I V-G 05 stated that based on their
experience, the EPA has underestinmated the cost of installation
of condensers and nonitoring equi pnent. As an exanple, conmenter
| V-D-15 stated that a recently purchased natural draft condenser
on a 5.0 Mwscf/d glycol dehydrator unit cost nore than $14, 000,
not including the cost of installation, tanks, and tenperature
nmoni toring equi pnent. The tenperature nonitoring equi pnent (two
t enperature sensors and a chart recorder) cost $2,000. The cost
for an installation using an existing tank was cl oser to $18, 000
and did not include costs for additional controls (e.g., a
flare). The comrenter, along with comenter |V-G 05, provided
anot her exanple of a 20.0 Mvscf/d unit where the cost of the
condenser and connections to all ow conbustion of the vent offgas
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in the glycol reboiler was nore than $22,000 for the equipnent,

wi thout installation costs or tenperature nonitoring equi pnment
costs. The commenters conpared their nunbers to the costs in the
BID of $11,000 (Table 6.1) for a conparable control schene
including a new tank for a conparable unit. Comenter |V-G 05
mai nt ai ned that the costs of condensers and nonitoring equi pnment
may exceed the value of the gas being treated, and sonme units

wi |l probably shut dowmn to avoid the cost of installing and

mai ntai ning this equi pnent.

Response: The EPA based its cost estimates on published
installed control systemcosts fromthe Ventura County
(California) Air Pollution Control District (APCD). These costs
were associated with a glycol dehydration unit regul ation issued
by the Ventura County APCD (A r Docket A-94-04 nunber |V-A-07).
According to this information, the cost of installing a condenser
control system does not vary significantly based on the size
(capacity) of a glycol dehydration system

However, to address comments received fromthe natural gas
transm ssion and storage source category, the EPA collected
additional data from 83 gl ycol dehydration units |ocated at
natural gas transm ssion and storage facilities. This additional
information, as well as the information on 31 glycol dehydration
units collected for the proposal, indicated that 71 glycol
dehydration units were controlled. The EPA determ ned that 59 of
the 71 glycol dehydration units were controlled using a
conbustion device, primarily a flare. Based on this new data,
the EPA revised the cost inpacts for the natural gas transm ssion
and storage (A r Docket A-94-04 nunber |1V-A-08). The EPA
estimated that seven facilities would be affected by subpart HHH
The EPA assuned that six of the facilities would install flares
to meet the control requirenments, and one facility would instal
a condenser. Therefore, based on these control scenarios, the
EPA estimated a total capital investnment of $280,000 and a total
annual cost of $300, 000 per year for the natural gas transni ssion
and storage source category. This annual cost estimate includes:
(1) the cost of capital, (2) operating and nmai ntenance costs,
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(3) the cost of nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting (MRR
and (4) any associ ated product recovery credits.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-15 stated that, in their
experience, the cost for inplenenting a | eak detection and repair
(LDAR) programfor a natural gas processing plant woul d cost
approxi mately $6.50 to $7.50 per conponent nonitored for the
first year and $5.00 to $6. 00 per conponent nonitored for
subsequent years. According to the commenter, renote |ocations
will add to such costs, and these costs do not include repair
wor k. The commenter calculated first year costs ranging from
$2, 600 for the 400 conponents nonitored for the Mddel "A" Pl ant
up to $17,250 for the 2,300 conponents for the Mddel "C' Plant.
The conmenter conpared their costs to the $400 that is provided
in the exanple in the BID

Response: The EPA estimated that the total annual costs for
LDAR programnms range from $12,000 (in July 1993 dollars) for node
natural gas processing plant "A" to $42,000 for nodel natural gas
processing plant "C." These costs are docunented in a nenorandum
contained in the docket (Docket Iteml|l-A-03).* The $400 (as
shown in Table G 3 of the Background I nformati on Docunent)
represents additional MRR costs that have not been previously
accounted for in the LDAR program costs.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-10 stated that the EPA did not take
into account the additional costs to conpanies to di spose of
condensed water as exenpt waste. According to the commenter, the
di sposal costs in the San Juan Basin of New Mexico are
approxi mately $1.40 per barrel of water. The comenter stated
t hat condensing will at |east double the water disposal anounts
from dehydrat ors because steamcurrently going to the atnosphere
wi |l be condensed.

Response: Approxinmately 20 billion barrels per year of
produced water are generated by the oil and natural gas

"G Viconovic, ECJRInc., to M Smith, EPAWPCG and L.
Conner, EPA:ISEG Cost inpact estimates for the oil and natura
gas production and natural gas transm ssion and storage national
em ssion standards for hazardous air pollutants. July 9, 1996.
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production source category.' Using GLYCalc to determine the
anount of produced water generated by the nunber of facilities
estimated to be affected by subpart HH, the EPA cal cul ated that
the oil and natural gas production NESHAP would result in an

i ncrease in produced water production by approxi mately 590, 000
barrels per year. According to a GRl report,* produced wat er
woul d be typically handl ed along with ot her produced water
streans, either by underground injection control, surface

i npoundnent, or other m scell aneous nethods. Thus, the EPA
believes that the oil and natural gas producti on NESHAP woul d
have a m ni mal inpact on existing produced water disposal costs
and control costs.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-22 stated that the EPA has
substantially understated the cost of subpart HH to industry
sources and has underestimated the nonitoring, reporting, and
recor dkeepi ng burdens associated with the rule. The comenter
estimated the capital costs of subpart HH to exceed $25 million
for major sources, as conpared to the EPA's estimtes of $6.5
mllion for major sources. The comenter also estimated the
annual costs of subpart HH to be $15 million for major sources,
as conpared to the EPA's estimates of $4 million for nmjor
sources. The commenter estimated cost effectiveness to be
$3, 000/ mregagram for the EPA' s nodel plant, as conpared to the
EPA' s cost effectiveness of $116/ megagram for its nodel plant.

The commenter nmentioned the EPA's request for comments on
the production recovery credit assuned to result from
installation of control devices. The commenter believes, based
on G.YCalc runs, that the EPA has materially overstated the

“The G| and Gas Exploration and Production |ndustry.
Trends: 1985-2000. (Draft Report, April 30, 1993). U S. EPA,
Washi ngton, DC. (Air Docket A-94-04 nunber |V-A-09).

BRueter, C.O, MC. Mrff, and CM Beitler (Radian
International LLC). dycol Dehydration Operations, Environnenta
Regul ati ons, and Waste Stream Survey. Prepared for the Gas
Research Institute. Publication Nunber CRI-96/0049. June 1996
Page 4- 38.
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guantity of product recovered that could be sold to offset the
capital and annual costs associated with subpart HH

Response: The EPA based its national cost estimate inpacts
on the estimted nunber of facilities that would be inpacted by
the regul atory provisions of subparts HH and HHH, along with
detail ed em ssion control cost estimates per HAP em ssion point.
In addition, the MRR costs were based on a detailed anal ysis of
the regul atory requirenents of subparts HH and HHH. The EPA
believes that the MRR cost estimates reflect the estimated effort
required to address MRR requirenents in the final subparts HH and
HHH.

In review ng the costs presented by the comrenter, the EPA
noted that the comenter conpared a 10 Mvscf/d unit with a
35 Mscf/d unit, which the EPA used as its exanpl e cost node
plant in Chapter 6.0 of the BID. Thus, the commenter observed a
significant difference in product recovered.

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-38 nmade general statenments that the
proposed regul ations will have a profound inpact on their
operations. This includes a cost of inplementation that is
enornous conpared with environnmental benefits and, ultimtely,
passi ng these increased costs to consuners.

Response: The EPA al so conducted an econonic inpacts
analysis to evaluate the inpacts of the regul ation of affected
producers, consuners, and society (A r Docket A-94-04 nunbers
I1-A-08 and | V-A-13). The EPA estinmated that price and out put
changes as a result of the regulation were less than 0.01 of 1
percent, which is significantly |ess than observed market trends
(based on 1992 and 1993 data). The cost inpacts are presented in
tables 1 through 3 of the preanble; the devel opnment of these
costs is docunented in the background information docunment.
Through the comment period, the EPA provided the opportunity for
the public to submt comments, along with supporting

“"National Emi ssions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Source Categories: Ol and Natural Gas Production and Natural
Gas Transm ssion and Storage - Background Information for
Proposed Standards." EPA-453/R-94-079a. April 1997.
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docunentation, on all aspects of the proposed NESHAP. W t hout

supporting docunentation to address the specific inpacts of the

proposed NESHAP on the commenter's operations, the EPA is unable
to specifically respond to this conment.

Comment: Comrenter |IV-G 09 estimated the average cost of
t he condenser and auxiliary equi pnment it placed on dehydration
units, each processing 100 Mvscf/d, to be nore than $150,000, in
contrast to the EPA s preanble statenent that the average cost of
condenser control devices would be | ess than $12, 000.

Response: As previously stated, the EPA based its cost
estimates on published installed control systemcosts fromthe
Ventura County APCD (Air Docket A-94-04 nunber IV-A-07). Wthout
substantive supporting docunentation to address the specific cost
i npacts of the NESHAP on the commenter's operations, the EPA is
unabl e to specifically respond to this coment.

Comment: Commenter |V-D- 11 stated that inposing
requi renents on sources that are already controlled invalidates
the EPA's cost effectiveness analysis. According to the
commenter, sources controlled under the Louisiana Departnent of
Environnmental Quality (LDEQ Section 2115 Waste CGas Disposal Rule
al ready neet the MACT floor efficiency requirenents. Therefore,
the commenter stated that the expenditures for nonitoring and
recordkeeping requirenments will not result in appreciable
em ssions reductions. The commenter concluded that the cost
effectiveness for controlled sources could approach infinity
since no additional reductions will be realized. The comenter
referred to the State of Louisiana s inplenentation of
significant controls on glycol dehydrators and provided a copy of
the pertinent pages of the LDEQ 1995 Annual Report, which shows
that toxic air em ssions fromglycol dehydrators have been
reduced from 36, 720, 000 pounds (I b) to 1,277,608 |Ib in 1994,
representing a reduction greater than 96 percent. According to
the comenter, further reductions have occurred since 1994. The
commenter explained that the great majority of the em ssions
reductions are federally enforceable since they were required due
to the Loui siana Adm nistrative Code (LAC) 33:111.2115 Waste Gas
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D sposal Rule and are contained in either State-only or part 70
permt programs in LAC 33:111.Chapter 5. The commenter noted
that these rules are incorporated in the EPA-approved State

i npl enentation plan (SIP) for Louisiana and that further
reductions are being acconplished due to a rule for glycol
dehydrators (LAC 33:111.2116) and for flash gas from storage
tanks (LAC 33:111.2104, Crude O and Condensate rule) which are
not included in the EPA-approved SIP

Response: The commenter seens to inply that the
installation and operation of control equipnent are all that is
necessary to achieve the MACT floor efficiency requirenent. The
EPA believes that nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requi renents serve a vital function in ensuring that an em ssion
l[imtationis initially, and continues to be, nmet. Therefore,
the EPA nmaintains that the costs associated with nonitoring and
recordkeeping are part of the costs that nmust be incurred to
achi eve the necessary em ssion reduction, not additional costs
w th no appreciable em ssion reduction.

The nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
contained in the final rule are the requirenents that the EPA
bel i eves are necessary to ensure conpliance with the em ssion
limtations. |If the Louisiana rule referred to by the commenter
requires conparable nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting as
that contained in the final rule, then no additional burden would
be incurred by affected facilities. In fact, via 863.10(a)(3) of
the General Provisions, which is incorporated by reference into
the final rule, an owner or operator can sinply send the
Adm ni strator a copy of any report to the State that contains the
sanme information required by the federal NESHAP. |f the
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting currently being
conducted by these Louisiana facilities do not neet the
provisions in the final rule, then the EPA believes that these
sources woul d need to upgrade efforts to ensure conpliance with
t he MACT st andar d.

Further, if the State of Louisiana believes that the rule
referenced by the commenter is equivalent to the final standard
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for Gl and Natural Gas Production facilities, then an
application could be made under subpart E of 40 CFR 63. If the
EPA agrees that the Louisiana rule is at |east as stringent as
the federal rule, the State rule would replace the federal NESHAP
for source in the State of Loui siana.

2.5.2 Environnmental | npacts

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 stated that the EPA s
assunptions made in estimating em ssions are not representative
of their operations, especially HAP concentrations in natural gas
bef ore dehydration. The comenter noted that nethane and
vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds (VOC) em ssion reductions are included
in the preanble even though the standard is designed to reduce
HAP em ssions. The commenter questi oned why nethane em ssions
wer e i ncl uded.

Response: The EPA used the best available information to
estimate the environmental inpacts of subparts HH and HHH.  The
information represents average facilities and operating practices
within the source categories and not any individual facility and
facility operations. The EPA included VOC and net hane em ssion
reductions for the proposed regulations for infornational
pur poses and to show the overall em ssion reduction benefits
associated wth these NESHAP. Methane and VOC reductions were
not used to set the standards for subparts HH and HHH.  Therefore
t he EPA has not made any changes to subparts HH and HHH in
response to this coment.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 stated that the estimates for
i ncreases for nitrogen oxides and sul fur dioxide em ssions from
additional flare operations may be severely underestinmated.

Response: The EPA used AP-42 em ssion factors to estimte
the increases in nitrogen oxides and sul fur dioxi de em ssions
associated with the installation of flares at certain renote
facilities. The EPA believes these estimates are representative
of potential em ssion increases for this industry. Therefore,

t he EPA has not nmade any changes to these estimates.
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2.6 ECONOM C ANALYSI S

Comment: Commenter |V-D- 19 was concerned that any anal ysis
of the econom c inpact of the proposed standard shoul d adequately
consi der the inpact on margi nal production operations.
Specifically, the commenter nentioned the | ow crude oil prices
and high I evel of abandonnent of marginal oil production
operations. The comrenter indicated that to neet the
requirements of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), the EPA
screened a sanple of small entities and determ ned that mnima
i npacts from subpart HH would result. The comenter requested
assurance or nodification of the economc inpact analysis to
ensure the screening sanple contains an appropriate cross section
of small entities.

Response: The Agency's econom ¢ anal ysis enpl oyed a
basel i ne characterization of the industry that includes marginal
production operations. This baseline characterization |inked the
nodel plants and units devel oped by the EPA s engi neering
analysis with the well groups identified and characterized by the
G uy Engineering Corporation in their 1991 report prepared for
APl . These well groups are defined by production rates in
specified ranges of well depths for both oil and gas wells in
each of the 37 different geographic areas across the United
States. The Energy Information Adm nistration (EIA) report
provi des details for oil well groups in Appendix A and for
natural gas well groups in Appendix B. Therefore, to the extent
that the Gruy Engi neering Corporation's database appropriately
characterizes margi nal production operations, the Agency's
econom ¢ anal ysis includes the inpacts on these operations.

The Agency expects that the inpacts on these margi nal
operations wll be mniml given the size cutoff for glycol
dehydration units. @ ycol dehydration units that process |ess
than 3 Mvscf/d are not affected by the proposed standards. It is
likely that a |arge share of the margi nal operations operates
these smaller units and, thus, would not incur conpliance costs
associated with the proposed standard. Furthernore, it follows
that the smaller owers would |ikely owm only units of this type
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and, thus, would also not be adversely affected by the proposed
standard. However, in accordance with the RFA, the Agency stil
conducted an analysis of the small business inpacts of the
standards. As noted by the comenter, the Agency enpl oyed a
sanpl e of conpanies to evaluate the small business inpacts
because the necessary financial data were not avail able for each
and every potentially affected conpany. The sanple of 80
conpani es was determ ned by data availability and considered a
fair representation based on their distribution across the
relevant SIC codes. To facilitate evaluation of the

appropri ateness of the sanple, the EIA report provided a |list of
the conpanies that were part of the sanple as well as their
basel ine data in Appendix F. Based on Snall Busi ness

Adm ni stration (SBA) size standards, the EPA s sanpl e contained
39 smal |l conpanies, which were 48.8 percent of all conpanies.
Based on this sanple, the Agency determ ned that the nean
cost-to-sales ratio for small conpanies was 0.1 percent with a
maxi mum of 1.1 percent. This information supports the Agency's
finding that there will not be a significant inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-24 stated that the EPA econom c
anal ysis appears to significantly underestimte the control costs
of the proposed regul ation. The commenter estinated that
post-regul atory control costs could be $121.2 mllion/yr as
conpared to the EPA's estimate of $18.9 million/yr. [Note:

These figures include the costs associated with the regul ati on of
area sources, which has been deferred until the devel opnent of
the Uban Air Toxics Strategy is finalized.]

Furthernore, the commenter estimated that as many as 1, 960
wel | s per year could be abandoned as a result of the increased
conpliance costs of the proposed regulation and the EPA estinates
that no wells would be closed prematurely. The conmenter
expl ai ned that the EPA' s determ nati on of abandonnment was based
on aggregate changes in corporate revenues and profits. However,
the comenter stated that production decisions are nmade on a
wel | -by-well or project basis and if an individual project's
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profits fall below its break-even point, that well wll be
abandoned.

The comenter also estinmated that an average of 46, 000
t housand cubic feet (MCF) of natural gas production could be | ost
each year as a direct result of the increased costs of the
proposed expl oration and production (E&P) MACT regul ati on,
conpared to the EPA's estimate of 99 thousand cubic feet per year
(MCF/yr). The commenter stated that their sophisticated,
field-specific benefit-cost nodel and a detail ed gas supply
nodel , to estimate production inpacts, provides a nore accurate
estimate than the EPA s.

The commenter noted that the EPA did not estimate | osses of
econom cal |l y produci bl e natural gas reserves. The comenter
estimates that reserve | osses could average as nuch as 1, 040
billion cubic feet per year (bcf/yr) through 2010. The conmenter
stated that while enploynment inpacts of the proposed rules are
estimated to be mnimal in their analysis, the EPA shoul d update
its analysis to include this enploynent | oss.

Response: The Agency's engi neering analysis, as sunmari zed
in Section 3 of the EIA report, has estimated the annual
conpl i ance cost of the proposed standard to be alnbst $19 nillion
per year, with major sources incurring $7 mllion annually and
area sources incurring $12 mllion per year. The Agency's
econom c inpact results are based on this estinmate of the annual
conpliance cost of the proposed standard. This estinate differs
significantly fromthe conmenter's estimate of $121.2 mllion per
year. Therefore, it is not surprising that the commenter's
reported econom c inpacts are much greater than those reported by
the Agency. The differences in these econom c inpacts are
attributable to the significant disparity in the cost estinate
used in determ ning these econom c inpacts as opposed to the
econom ¢ net hodol ogy. The Agency expects that input of these
hi gher conpliance costs in its nodel would likely provide nore
conparabl e inpacts to the commenter's "sophisticated" economc
nodel. In addition, it is not clear whether the commenter has
accounted for the EPA's size cutoff of 3 Mwscf/d for TEG
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dehydration units in conputing its econom c inpact results. The
Agency expects that this size cutoff prevents the premature
closure of a large nunber of small and often marginal well
operations. Not accounting for this size cutoff would simlarly
contribute to differences in the estinmated reduction in natural
gas production and enpl oynent | osses associated with the proposed
st andar ds.

Al so, the commenter has msinterpreted the EPA s
determ nation of closure, or abandonnent, as based on aggregate
changes in corporate revenues and profits. Rather, as described
in Section 4 of the EIA report, the EPA's econom c nodel
det erm nes production and cl osure decisions on the basis of a
producing field (i.e., a group of simlar wells) that is
consistent wth the coomenter's statenent that "production
deci sions are nade on a well-by-well or project basis and if an
i ndividual project's profits fall below its break-even point,
that the well will be abandoned." Furthernore, the commenter is
correct in stating that the EPA did not estimate | osses of
econom cal |y produci bl e natural gas reserves. The economc
anal ysi s conducted by the Agency is unable to address possible
i npacts on production fromfuture natural gas reserves. However,
based on the negligible inpact on current natural gas production
associated with the EPA' s engineering estimate of conpliance
cost, it is not expected that these inpacts would be as great as
i ndi cated by the commenter.
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2.7 LEGAL | SSUES [ OTHER THAN | SSUES ASSOCI ATED W TH THE EPA' S

| NTERPRETATI ON OF SECTION 112(n)(4) (A) AND (B)]

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-16, 1V-D-22, 1V-D-23, and |IV-D 34
requested that the EPA clarify that subparts HH and HHH do not
apply to OCS sources. Commenter |V-D 16 specifically reconmmended
that the definition be nodified to clarify that offshore
platforns are not covered. The comrenters indicated that
of fshore platforns should not be covered by any section 112 rule.
Commenter |V-D-22 stated that they believe that Congress gave the
EPA limted authority to regulate air em ssions from OCS sources.
According to the comenter, nost of the authority for controlling
t hese em ssions was provided to the Departnent of the Interior
(DA) and what limted authority was provided to the EPA extends
only to em ssions of criteria pollutants. Commenter |1V-D 23 al so
i ndi cated that the CAA prevents the EPA fromregulating HAP in
Federal OCS areas. Commenter |1V-D-34 referred to section 328 of
the CAA and stated that it does not provide authority to the EPA
to regulate air toxics under section 112 in any OCS area.

Response: Section 328 of the CAA requires that the
Adm ni strator establish requirenents to control air pollution
from OCS sources (i.e., sources |ocated offshore of the States
along the Pacific, Arctic, and Atlantic coasts and along the U S
Qul f Coast off the State of Florida eastward of |ongitude 87
degrees and 30 mnutes) to attain and maintain Federal and State
anbient air quality standards and to conply with the provisions
of part C of title I. For sources located within 25 mles of the
seaward boundary of such States, the requirenents nust be the
sane as woul d be applicable if the source were located in the
correspondi ng onshore area. Q| and natural gas production
sources emt VOC, which contributes to the formation of ozone,
and is regulated by the national anbient air quality standards
(NAAQS). The primary HAP of concern for these source categories
(benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, m xed xyl enes, and n-hexane)
are also classified as VOC. Therefore, standards for oil and
natural gas production sources are applicable to offshore
platforns, that are OCS sources, because they are related to the
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"attai nnent and nai ntenance" of anbient air quality standards or
the requirenents of part Cof title | of the Act. Furthernore,
section 328 states that the Adm nistrator may exenpt an OCS
source froma specific requirenent "if the Adm nistrator finds
that conpliance with a pollution control technol ogy requirenent
is technically infeasible or will cause an unreasonable threat to
health and safety."” Since offshore platforns typically contro
process vents by routing themto a flare, the EPA has determ ned
that conpliance with the control technology requirenments is
technically feasible. Therefore, the EPA has not exenpted

of fshore platforns that are OCS sources from subpart HH
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2.8 PERM T | SSUES

Comment: Comrenter IV-D-05 cited a problemw th the
aggregation of em ssions from associ ated equi pnent for major
source determnations. [Note: the commenter nentioned
"ancillary equi pnment” but nost |likely nmeant "associ ated
equi pnent” as the comment appears to be directed towards
associ ated equi pnent.] The comrenter was concerned that
existing facilities that had made applicability determ nations in
the past (e.g., for title V operating permts), based on not
aggregating em ssions fromglycol units and storage vessels with
the potential for flash em ssions, had been permtted and
operated as m nor sources. The commenter asked whether these
facilities would be given a "grace period" to pursue title V
operating permts if they were classified as major sources given
t he aggregation of the ancillary equipment. The commenter was
concerned that w thout a grace period, these sites could be
subject to enforcenent/penalty, etc.

Response: \Wen maki ng past applicability determ nations,
sources may have interpreted the phrase "associated equi pnment” in
section 112(n)(4) of the Act differently than EPA s fi nal
interpretation of that phrase. The EPA acknow edges that such
sources may have concluded that they were nonmaj or, whereas,
under EPA's final subpart HH rule, they could be classified as
maj or. However, the EPA expects the nunber of sources with this
di screpancy is snmall. The majority of facilities that are nmajor
under the EPA's final rule would have applied for title V permts
because they have em ssion points (e.g., glycol dehydration
units) that are by thenselves major. O the remaining sources,

t he EPA expects many to have applied for atitle V permt based
on the anticipated interpretation of 112(n)(4) described when the
proposed rul e was publi shed.

For the remai ning sources (e.g., those which are major
sol el y because of aggregation of associ ated equi pnent, and which
have not yet submtted a Title V permt application), the EPA
does not agree that a bl anket policy granting a "grace period” is
appropriate, and EPA encourages maj or sources subject to subpart
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HH to apply for a title V permt as expeditiously as possible.
The EPA will rely on its enforcenent discretion in situations
where a source failed to apply for a permt because it determ ned
that it was nonmaj or based on section 112(n)(4) of the Act. In
nost cases the EPA does not expect to undertake enforcenent
action, so long as the source expeditiously applies for its

title V permt. However, the EPA does not believe it is
appropriate to give up its ability to enforce part 70 in such

I nst ances.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 requested that 863.1274(c)
mention that sources exenpted by 863.1274(b) are not required by
this subpart to obtain an operating permt. According to the
commenter, sources exenpted by 863.1274(b) should not be required
to get an operating permt, since subpart HHH has no requirenents
to put into a permt. The commenter stated that this comment may
al so apply to subpart HH

Response: Under proposed 863.1274(b) [now being codified at
863.1274(d)], only individual units are exenpt fromthe
requi renments of proposed 863.1274(a) [now being codified at
863.1274(c)]. Therefore, major sources would still be required
to obtain atitle V permt and include the part 63 requirenents
that these sources keep records to docunent that the design
capacity or benzene em ssion rate is below the cutoff
(863.1284(d) for subpart HHH and 863. 764 for subpart HH). The
EPA believes that, when a source is required to obtain a title V
permt because it is major, recordkeeping requirenents |ike
863.1284(d) must be included. Note that in the final rules,
nei t her subpart HH nor subpart HHH regul ates nonmaj or sources.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-31 and I V-G 02 requested that the
sections that require major sources of HAP subject to the
proposal to get operating permts [8863.764(f) and 63.1274(c)],
shoul d be elim nated since the requirenents are already well
docunented in parts 70 and 71. The commenters expl ai ned that
restating these requirenents is redundant and can cause confusion
in identifying applicable requirenments in an operating perm:t
appl i cation.
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Response: The EPA believes that stating the requirenent for
a major source to obtain a part 70 or part 71 operating permt
identifies the facility' s obligation to obtain such permt. The
EPA does not see any reason to renove 8863.764(f) and proposed
63. 1274(c) [now codified at 863.1274(e)].

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-13 and | V-D- 37 requested that the
NESHAP not affect the nmonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requi renents for control devices contained in the title V permt,
or other appropriate federal nmechanism at the tine the final
NESHAP i s pronul gated. The commenters remarked that if the
control device is federally enforceable, the nonitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents that have been
acknow edged as federally enforceable and quantifiable by the EPA
are sufficient to ensure HAP em ssion reductions.

Response: The final rules inpose nonitoring, recordkeeping
and reporting requirenents that are i ndependent from nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting for any other applicable
requi renent. The EPA cannot assume that any existing control
devi ce requirenent, (including nonitoring, recordkeeping, or
reporting) is adequate to ensure conpliance with the particul ar
requi renents of a new NESHAP. Ensuring conpliance with the NESHAP
does not alter existing conpliance obligations that are
established for a variety of other reasons. However, the EPA
notes that adding the NESHAP to the title V permt may offer
opportunities to consolidate and stream ine these multiple
applicable requirenents if they exist. For additional discussion
on how this stream ining can occur, see the March 5, 1996 "Wite
Paper Number 2 for Inproved | nplenentation of the Part 70
Qperating Permts Program”

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-14 asked what the role of State and
federal permt limts would be on the major source
determ nati ons.

Response: Major source determnations are in part based on
a source’s PTE. For the purposes of section 112, PTE is defined
in 863.2 such that any physical or operational limtation on the
capacity of a source to emt a pollutant, including air pollution

2-107



control equi pnent and restrictions on hours of operation, shall
be treated as part of the unit’'s design if the restriction is
federally enforceable. For additional information on [imting
PTE for section 112 purposes and for other reasons, please see
the foll owm ng nmenoranda: (1) January 25, 1995 Menorandum from
John Seitz, Director, QAQPS, entitled "Options for Limting the
Potential to Emt (PTE) of a Stationary Source Under Section 112
and Title V of the Cean Air Act;" (2) August 27, 1996 Menorandum
fromJohn Seitz, Director, QAQPS, entitled "Extension of January
25, 1995 Potential to Emt Transition Policy;" and (3) July 10,
1998 Menorandum from John Seitz, Director, QAQPS, entitled
"Second Extension of January 25, 1995 Potential to Emt
Transition Policy and Clarification of InterimPolicy."
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2.9 ENFORCEMENT | SSUES

Comment: Commenters IV-D-06, IV-D-07, and |V-D-14 stated
that paraneter nonitoring data do not, by thensel ves, denonstrate
conpl i ance or nonconpliance with em ssion standards. According to
t hese comenters, along with commenter IV-G 09, inability to
denonstrate conpliance does not prove nonconpliance. Conmenter
| V-D-14 stated that the assunption that an emission |imt has
been exceeded is not valid and the burden of proof for violation
of em ssion standards should lie on the agency enforcing the
rul e.

Commenter |1V-D-06 referred to the history of the HON and the
conprom se between industry and the EPA on classifying nonitoring
excursions as violations. According to the commenter, excursions
shoul d not be classified as violations of the emssion limt.

I nstead, they should be classified as violations of an operating
requi renent (the requirement to keep daily averages within the
approved limt). This conmenter, along with conmenters |V-D-12
and |1 V-G 09, suggested that is incorrect to define an excursion
as a violation of the em ssion standards. Comenter |V-D- 14
asked what the basis was for establishing that a violation of an
operating paraneter value automatically constitutes a violation
of an applicabl e em ssion standard.

According to commenter |V-D- 06, subpart HHH shoul d be
revised to require that industry "operate with the daily averages
within the approved limt, except as otherwi se provided in this
subpart.” The comenter further stated that subpart HHH shoul d
then require that "excursions violate that paragraph.” The
commenter requested that the EPA delete all portions of subpart
HHH t hat currently say excursions violate the em ssion standard.
According to the comenter, the EPA can assess the sanme
penalties. The comrenter provided the follow ng specific
portions of subpart HHH to be anended (Note: the commenter stated
t hat correspondi ng portions of subpart HH should al so be anended,
if applicable).

. Section 63.1271 (definition of "operating paraneter value"):
instead of "determ nes that an owner or operator has
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conplied with an applicable em ssion limtation or
standard,"” say "indicates proper operation of the control

device. "
. Section 63.1274(d): Delete.
. Section 63.1281(d)(4)(iii): Revi se to say that, except as

otherwi se provided in this subpart, any excursion is a
viol ation of the provisions of section 63.1281(d)(4)(ii).

In addition, comenters IV-D-07 and |V-D 12 reconmended t hat
excursions outside the defined operating wi ndow should be a
notice for corrective or preventive action, instead of a
violation of the standard. According to commenter |V-D 12,
short-term excursions fromthe operating window do not result in
exceedence of "properly structured em ssions |limtations."
Commenter |V-D-07 clainmed that the proposal is inconsistent with
other regulatory initiatives, such as the Conpliance Assurance
Monitoring (CAM rule.

In contrast, commenter |V-D 35 supported provisions, |ike
those contained in 863.764(h)(2), that plainly state that
nonconpl i ance with operating paraneters is a violation of the
em ssion limtation or standard.

Response: The EPA' s decision to classify a violation of an
operating paraneter as a violation of the em ssion standard
versus a violation of the operating requirenent is based on
whet her the nonitored paraneters have a strong correlation to
control device operation. |In other words, do the nonitored
paraneters accurately predict control device performance? For
conbustion units to achi eve conpl ete conbustion, sufficient
react or space, residence tine, turbul ence, and tenperature are
necessary. A high conbustion tenperature nmust be provided to
ignite the vent stream HAP constituents. Therefore, since
react or space, residence tine, and turbul ence are design
paraneters, tenperature can be used as an accurate prediction of
conbusti on devi ce operation.

For condensers, CGRlI has published a report entitled "Control
Device Mnitoring of dycol Dehydrators: Condenser Efficiency
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Measur enents and Modeling, "* in which condenser outl et

tenperature was eval uated as a sufficient nonitoring paraneter
for glycol dehydrator vent condensers. |In the report, GCRI
concluded that outlet tenperature is a sufficient nonitoring
paraneter for indicating control device performance.

Because of these correlations for conbustion devices and
condensers, the EPA believes that nonitoring tenperature is
strong indication of control device performance. The EPA
mai ntains that a violation of an operating paraneter val ue should
be classified as a violation of the em ssion standard.

Therefore, the EPA has not made any changes to subparts HH and
HHH in response to this conment.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that subpart HHH does not
appear to define what constitutes an excursion, although it
provi des that excursions are violations. The commenter suggested
t hat excursions should be defined by the daily average paraneter
val ue, not each nonitored data point. The commenter reconmended
that the EPA nodify 863.1281(d)(4)(ii) to clarify that industry
is required to keep the daily average paraneter value within the
l[imt. The comenter also recommended that the EPA include the
definition of an excursion shortly after this paragraph. The
commenter stated that this comment al so applies to subpart HH

Commenter |V-D-06 was al so concerned that each individua
data point m ght be considered a violation of subpart HHH  The
commenter stated that a single mssing data point is not an
excursion. |Instead, a "data quality" excursion should nmean that
| ess than 75 percent of the required data were collected. During
devel opment of the HON, the industry stated that two types of
excursions exist: "parameter” and "data quality."” The industry
contended that no matter how carefully the nonitoring systens are
operated, sonetines a data point would not be recorded. The

“Reuter, C.O, et al (Radian International LLC). Control
Devi ce Monitoring of dycol Dehydrators: Condenser Efficiency
Measurenents and Modeling, Volune 1. Prepared for the Gas
Research Institute. Publication Nunber GRI-97/0005.1 January
1997. 134 pp.
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industry stated that if 100 percent of the data were required to
be coll ected, conpliance would be inpossible. Comrenter |V-D 35
was al so concerned that the proposed regul ati ons do not contain
many qual ity assurance/quality control provisions or a mninmm
avai lability of time for the nonitoring equi pnent. The conmenter
suggested including a provision requiring 95 percent data
avai lability of continuous nonitoring systens on an annual
(8,760 hours) basis. The commenters stated that this comrent
al so applies to subpart HH

Response: The EPA agrees with the concepts suggested by the
commenters and has made several changes to subparts HH and HHH in
response with these comments. Section 63.773(d)(4) of final
subpart HH and 863.1283(d)(4) of final subpart HHH require the
owner or operator to calculate the daily average for each
nmoni t ored paraneter and require that the daily average consi st of
valid data points for at |east 75 percent of the operating hours
in an operating day. For condensers, the owner or operator has
the option of converting the daily average tenperature to an
annual average (subpart HH) or a 30-day average (subpart HHH)

condenser renoval efficiency. |In addition, the follow ng
requi rements have been added to 8863. 773(d) and 63.1283(d):
1. An excursion for a given control device has occurred when

nmonitoring data or lack of nonitoring data result in one of
the foll ow ng:

. The daily average value of a nonitored paraneter is |ess
than the m ni mum operating paranmeter limt (or greater than
t he maxi num operating paraneter limt, if applicable)
established for that operating paraneter.

. | f applicable, the 365-day average condenser efficiency is
| ess than 95 percent, unless the owner or operator has |ess
than 365 days of data, the average condenser efficiency is
| ess than 90 percent.

. Monitoring data are not available for at |east 75 percent of

t he operating hours.

The vent stream has been diverted through the bypass device.

2. Each excursion is a violation of the operating paraneter
limt and thus a violation of the standard (either subpart
HH or HHH).

3. For each control device (or conbination of control devices

installed on the sane HAP em ssions unit), one excused
excursion is allowed for each sem -annual period
(corresponding to the periodic reporting periods specified
in 8863.775 and 63.1285).
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4. Excursions are not considered violations and do not count as
excused excursions during the startup, shutdown and
mal function events (provided the facility operates according
to the startup, shutdown, or nmalfunction plan), and during
peri ods of nonoperation of the unit or process that is
vented to the control device.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 noted that subpart HHH al | ows
for owner or operator to choose the paraneter l[imts and in sone
cases may not be restricted to performance tests. The commenter
recommended that the EPA use a concept fromthe HON where the
owner or operator establishes the approved paraneter limt, which
does not necessarily have to be based on a performance test. 1In
cases where the owner or operator is not otherwise required to
conduct a performance test, the paraneter limt may be based on
engi neering assessnents or manufacturers' data if desired. The
comment er suggested that the EPA clarify subpart HHH by borrow ng
from ot her MACT standards that explain in greater detail when to
use performance test data, and when using other data is
perm ssible, in establishing paraneter limts. The comenter
suggested that the EPA use the Goup | and G oup IV Pol yners
rules as a nodel. The comenter stated that this comment al so
applies to subpart HH

Response: The EPA does not intend to restrict when an owner
or operator should use performance test data or design anal yses.
The owner or operator may deci de whether a performance test or a
design analysis wll provide accurate data for determ ning an
appropriate m ni mum or maxi num operati ng paraneter val ue.
Proposed 8863. 771(d)(3)(iii)(B) and 63.1281(d)(3)(iii)(B) [now
codified at 8863.772(e)(4)(ii) and 63.1282(d)(4)(ii)] state that
if the owner or operator and the Adm ni strator do not agree on
t he denonstration of control device performance using a design
anal ysis, then the disagreenent shall be resolved using the
results of a performance test.

Sections 63.773(d)(5) and 63.1283(d)(5) of the final rules
contain the requirenents for establishing mninmm (or maxi num
operating paraneter limts. These requirenments specify that the
owner or operator nust establish the appropriate operating
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paraneter |limt using performance test data, or a design
anal ysis. Both performance test data and the design anal ysis may
be suppl enent ed using control device manufacturer's information.
Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 noted that subpart HHH does not
all ow for any excused excursions. The comrenter reconmended t hat
each nonitored control device or recovery device be given a
speci fi ed nunber of excused excursions where the nunber of
excused excursions starts |larger and becones snmaller with tine.
The comenter referred to the devel opnent of the HON, where the
i ndustry raised the concern that no matter how carefully a
control device is operated and nai ntai ned, sonetinmes there wll
be an excursion. The industry nmaintained that these excursions
are nost frequent when a control device is new and i s being
debugged, but they will decrease over tinme. Therefore, the
commenter recommended that the EPA nodify 863.1281(d)(4)(ii) by
usi ng 863.152(c)(2)(ii)(B) of the HON, which says:

(B) The nunber of excused excursions for each
control device or recovery device for each sen annual
period is specified in paragraphs (c)(2)(ii)(B)(1)
through (c)(2)(ii)(B)(6) of this section. This
par agr aph applies to sources required to submt
Periodic Reports sem annually or quarterly. The first
sem annual period is the 6-nonth period starting the
date the Notification of Conpliance Status is due.

(1) For the first sem annual period - six excused
excur si ons.

(2) For the second sem annual period - five
excused excursions.

(3) For the third sem annual period - four
excused excursions.

(4) For the fourth sem annual period - three
excused excursions.

(5 For the fifth sem annual period - two excused
excur si ons.

(6) For the sixth and all subsequent sem annual
periods - one excused excursion.

The comenter stated that this comment al so applies to
subpart HH.

Response: The conpliance dates for subparts HH and HHH
al l ow owners and operators three years after the effective date
of the rule to achieve conpliance. The EPA believes that there
is sufficient tine for an owner or operator to debug control
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devices and nonitors. Furthernore, by allowing for a smal

anount of m ssing data, and by specifying that a violation of the
operating paraneter is defined by the daily average paraneter

val ue, the EPA believes that owners and operators have sufficient
flexibility to operate and naintain their control devices.
Therefore, the EPA maintains that only one "excused excursion”
shoul d be all owed per sem annual period [codified at

8863. 773(d) (8) and 63.1283(d)(8)].

Sections 63.773(d)(8) and 63.1283(d)(8) also state that
during startup, shutdown and mal function events, as long as the
owner or operator conplies with the facility's startup, shutdown
and mal function plan, any nonitored paraneters outside its
operating range woul d not be counted towards the excused
excursions. However, sinply followng a startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan is not necessarily a defense to failure to have
taken steps to prevent malfunctions or failure to adequately
m nimze em ssions during startup, shutdown, and mal function
events (8863.762 and 63.1272). Also, during periods of
nonoperation of the unit or process that is vented to the control
device, nonitored paraneters outside their established operating
ranges do not count as excursions.

Comment: Comrenter |IV-D-06 stated that nonitoring data
col l ected during startups, shutdowns, and mal functions, or
peri ods of non-operation, should be excluded fromdaily averages.
The commenter noted that since daily averages are not nentioned,
this concept is also not nmentioned in the subpart HHH.  The
commenter stated that in the General Provisions, normal em ssions
standards do not apply during startups, shutdowns, and
mal functions. During those periods, conpliance is determ ned
based on the facility follow ng the provisions in the startup,
shut down, and mal function plan. The comenter recommended t hat
t he EPA borrow the follow ng concepts from 8863.152(c)(2)(ii) (0O
and 63.152(f)(7) of subpart G and incorporate theminto
863.1281(d)(4)(ii) (note that wording would have to be changed):

(C© If anonitored paraneter is outside its
established range or nonitoring data are not collected
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during periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction
(and the source is operated during such periods in
accordance with the source's startup, shutdown, or
mal function plan as required by 863.6(e)(3) of subpart
A of this part) or during period of non-operation of
t he chem cal manufacturing process unit or portion
t hereof (resulting in cessation of the em ssions to
which the nonitoring applies), then the excursion is
not a violation and, in cases where continuous
nonitoring is required, the excursion does not count
toward the nunber of excused excursions for determning
conpl i ance.

[ J [ J [ J

(7) Monitoring data recorded during periods
identified in paragraphs (f)(7)(i) through (f)(7)(v) of
this section shall not be included in any average
conput ed under this subpart. Records shall be kept of
the times and durations of all such periods and any
ot her periods during process or control device
operation when nonitors are not operating.

(1) Monitoring system breakdowns, repairs,
calibration checks, and zero (low | evel) and high-1Ievel
adj ust nent s;

(1i) Startups;

(ri1) Shutdowns;

(iv) Malfunctions; and

(v) Periods of non-operation of the chem cal
manuf acturing process unit (or portion thereof),
resulting in cessation of the em ssions to which the
noni toring applies.

The commenter stated that this comment al so applies to
subpart HH.

Response: As stated in a previous coment, the EPA has
i ncl uded provisions for one excused excursion and has
i ncor porated the suggested concepts from 863.152(e)(2)(ii)(C)
[codified at 863.773(d)(8) and 63.1283(d)(8) of the final rules].
The EPA al so agrees that nonitoring data collected during
startups, shutdowns, and mal functions, or periods of
non- operation, should be excluded fromthe daily averages.
Therefore, the EPA has incorporated the suggested concepts from
63. 152(f)(7) of subpart G and incorporated theminto
8863. 774(b) (3) and 63.1284(b)(3) of the final rules.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 expressed concern that each
noni t ored paraneter woul d be considered a separate violation of
subpart HHH.  According to the cormmenter, if a control device has
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two or nore paraneters that nust be nonitored, and nore than one
paranmeter has a daily average outside the approved |imt on the
sanme day, this should be considered a single excursion. During

t he devel opment of the HON, the industry explained that operating
paranmeters are generally interrelated, so no matter how many
paraneters are outside the limt, there is only one opportunity
for em ssions to be above the standard. The industry felt that
it would be unfair to multiply the violations by considering each
par amet er separately.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter. Sections
63. 773(d) (6) and 63.1283(d)(6) of the final rules state that for
a control device or recovery device where multiple paraneters are
monitored, if one or nore of the paraneters neets the criteria
for an excursion, this is considered a single excursion for the
control device.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-14 asked how the EPA woul d
initially adm nister the new program The commenter al so asked
what the States' role would be in adm nistering the program and
how del egati on woul d be afforded to the States.

Response: Section 112(1) of the Cean Air Act grants the
Adm ni strator the authority to approve State prograns to
i npl ement and enforce section 112 rules. Subpart E of part 63
establishes the procedures for States to follow in obtaining
del egated authority as provided in section 112(1). This subpart
establ i shes the procedures for:

. the approval of State rules or prograns to be inplenented
and enforced in place of section 112 Federal rules, em ssion
st andards, or requirenents;

. t he approval of State prograns to inplenent and enforce
section 112 Federal rules as pronul gated w t hout changes;
and

. the approval of State rules or progranms that adjust a

section 112 Federal rule.
Any request for approval under subpart E nmust neet al
section 112(1) approval criteria specified by the applicable
Federal rule, and the approval criteria in 863.91(b) of
subpart E. The EPA expects that by the conpliance dates of
subparts HH and HHH, the States prograns to inplenment and enforce
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t hese subparts will have been approved by the Adm ni strator under
subpart E. Delegation of authority will be specified in 8863.776
and 63.1286. However, in the case that delegation is not made,
then the EPA Regional Adm nistrator for that State woul d

i npl enent the standard.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-07, V-G 09, and |V-D-31 were
concerned with the limtations of GLYCalc and noted that the
GLYCal ¢ instruction manual states that it over predicts
em ssions, usually by at |east 20 percent. The comenters
recommended GLYCal ¢ not be used for enforcenent purposes unless a
di sclaimer on its use for enforcenent purposes is included.

Response: The EPA perfornmed field tests to assess the
effectiveness of the GYCalc em ssions nodel for estimating HAP
and VOC enissions.™ Based on the results of the field test
eval uations, and additional glycol dehydrator em ssions test
sponsored by GRI and API, the EPA has recommended that the
GLYCal ¢ nodel be included in guidance for State and | ocal agency
use for the devel opnent of em ssions inventories to neet CAA
requi renents. The EPA stated that for sites where source tests
have been conducted, the experience was that G.YCal c either
estimates em ssions accurately or overestimates em ssions.
According to the EPA's analysis, the likelihood of overestimating
em ssions nmay be reduced by obtaining accurate neasurenents of
process variables for as many nodel inputs as possible. However,
since the use of default values for nodel inputs wll
occasionally be necessary, sone overestinmation of emssions is
unavoi dabl e.

Therefore, based on the EPA s anal ysis, the EPA believes
that GLYCalc is a reasonable nethod for estimating benzene
em ssions fromglycol dehydration units for the 1-tpy exenption
and for use in conjunction with the Atnospheric R ch/Lean (ARL)

*Menor andum from Jones, L.G, U.S. EPA Em ssions
Measur enent Branch, to J.D. Mobley, U S. EPA/ Em ssion Factor and
| nventory Goup. "dycol Dehydrator Em ssions Test Report and
Em ssions Estimation Methodol ogy.” April 13, 1995.
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met hod as an alternative to the performance procedures for
condensers.

It should be noted that the EPA does not require the use of
GLYCal c, but has offered it as an acceptable tool for estimating
em ssions and denonstrating conpliance. However, owners and
operators should be aware that it is possible that a performance
test could indicate that a glycol dehydration unit is out of
conpliance. Therefore, the EPA recommends that if G.YCalc
predicts that the glycol dehydration unit is operating close to
the emssion limtations in the NESHAP, then the owner or
operator may wi sh to conduct a perfornmance test.
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2. 10 CONTRCLS
2.10.1 MACT Fl oor

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 noted that the EPA assuned an
average inlet BTEX concentration of 200 ppnv as the basis for the
95 percent HAP reduction. According to the commenter, if the
BTEX concentration is well bel ow 200 ppmv, the required reduction
woul d be much nore difficult to obtain for condensers. The
commenter stated that they felt the EPA did not consider this
scenario or allow for a cost-effective solution. The comenter
noted that for a conbustion device, the 95 percent reduction
shoul d not be a problem

Response: The commenter's statenment that the 95 percent HAP
reduction requirenment was based on an average inlet BTEX
concentration of 200 ppnv is incorrect. Instead, the 95 percent
control requirenent was devel oped as the floor |evel of control
(see Air Docket A-94-04, nunber 11-A-07 for further discussion on
the MACT fl oor devel opnent).

The national average BTEX concentration was devel oped to
estimate national em ssions. The EPA devel oped three national
average BTEX concentrations for natural gas to represent three
sectors in the oil and natural gas production and natural gas
transm ssi on and storage source categories: (1) 200 ppnv for
production; (2) 160 ppnv for processing;, and (3) 13 ppnv for
transm ssion and storage. To devel op the national enission
i npacts, the EPA distributed concentrations of BTEX anong the TEG
unit popul ations.® Therefore, since the 95-percent emi ssion
reducti on was not based on the average BTEX concentrations, the
EPA did not see any reason to nodify subpart HH in response to
this comment.

However, the final rule requires an owner or operator to
control process vents on glycol dehydration units to one of the
followng: (1) 95 percent HAP em ssion reduction, (2) 20 ppnv

"Ref erence 9, appendi x B.
®Reference 9. Appendi x B.
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control device outlet concentration (for conbustion devices), or
(3) control device outlet nmass em ssion rate less than 1 tpy of
benzene. The benzene I[imtation was established because the MACT
floor for glycol dehydration units with actual benzene em ssions
less than 1 tpy was determ ned to be no control (see responses in
section 2.10.3 of this docunent). The EPA believes that the
addition of the 1 tpy benzene em ssion limtation provides
additional flexibility for owners or operators of facilities with
| ow BTEX concentrations in the natural gas.

Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-06 requested that the EPA all ow an
emssion limt of 20 ppnv for non-conbustion control devices.
The commenter stated that at very |ow incom ng HAP
concentrations, recovery devices nmay be unable to achi eve
95 percent HAP reduction, but can probably achieve 20 ppnv HAP at
the outlet reliably. The commenter was concerned that they would
be forced to use conmbustion devices rather than recovery devices.
The comrenter remarked that the conmbustion device woul d be
allowed to emt the same 20 ppnv that the recovery device was not
allowed to emt and that recovery for reuse is environmental ly
better than destruction. The comenter recommended that the EPA
add a 20 ppnv option to 863.1281(d)(1)(ii), using
863.1281(d)(1)(i)(B) as a pattern, without the correction to
3 percent oxygen. The commenter stated that this coment al so
applies to subpart HH

Response: In the preanble to the proposed 40 CFR part 60,
subpart NNN, NSPS for Air Oxidation Unit Process (48 FR 48932,
Cct ober 21, 1983), the EPA stated that 20 ppnv is the | owest
outl et concentration of total organic conpounds achi evable by the
conbustion of |ow organic concentrations (i.e., inlet
concentrations of 2000 ppnv or less). As stated in the preanble
to subpart NNN, the outlet concentration was established based on
kinetic calculations of incinerators. It was denonstrated that,
at a given tenperature and residence tine, a streamwth a | ow
inlet concentration (approximtely 2000 ppnmv) could not be
controlled in an incinerator to an outlet concentration bel ow
20 ppnv. The commenter did not provide any information
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i ndi cating that non-conbustion control devices could not neet an
outl et concentration below 20 ppnv. Therefore, the EPA does not
see any reason to nodify subparts HH and HHH i n response to this
coment .

Comment: Commenter |V-D-21 was concerned that docunenting
95 percent reduction mght be difficult for some dehydrator
configurations that have a flash tank. According to the
commenter, less than 2 percent of the total uncontrolled HAP
em ssions froma dehydrator are associated with the flash gas.
The comment er expl ai ned that for dehydrators that route vent gas
to a condenser to recover hydrocarbons, and route flash gas to a
conbusti on device, the conpliance determ nati on woul d depend on
defining the em ssion reduction achi eved by both control devices.
Based on the small anmount of HAP em ssions associated with the
flash gas, the commenter suggested that testing the conbustion
device in accordance with proposed 863.772(e) to docunment contr ol
efficiency would significantly increase conpliance cost with
little environnental benefit.

The commenter also noted that flash gas has a high British
thermal unit (Btu) content and is easily burned. The comenter
requested that the EPA provide a default reduction efficiency in
the final rule that can be used by conbustion systens burning
flash gas for use in denonstrating conpliance with the
requi renent for a 95-percent reduction efficiency.

Response: The EPA believes that subparts HH and HHH provi de
sufficient flexibility in denonstrating conpliance for owners and
operators that route the glycol dehydration unit reboiler vent
gases to a condenser for hydrocarbon recovery and route the flash
gas vent to a conbustion device. First, final subparts HH and
HHH al | ow conbi nati ons of control devices to achieve the
95 percent em ssion reduction [final 8863.765(b)(1)(i) and (ii)
and 63.1275(b)(1)(i) and (ii)]. Second, the final rules do not
require control of HAP em ssions fromflash tanks if the total
HAP em ssions to the atnosphere fromthe glycol dehydration unit
process vent (i.e., the conbined reboiler and flash tank vents)
are reduced by 95 percent [8863.765(c)(3) and 63.1275(c)(3)].
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Finally, subparts HH and HHH provi de owners and operators the
option of denonstrating conpliance using either a performnce
test or a design analysis [8863.772(e) and 63.1282(d)]. The EPA
bel i eves that by providing the option of perform ng a design

anal ysis rather than a performance test, owners and operators
have the flexibility to choose the | east expensive option.

As for the comenter's request for a default reduction
efficiency for conbustion devices burning flash gas, the EPA
points to 863.771(d)(1)(i) in final subpart HH and
863.1281(d) (1) (i) in final subpart HHH which state that an owner
or operator may install enclosed conbustion devices that neet one
of the follow ng conditions: (1) reduces HAP em ssions by
95 percent or nore, (2) reduces the outlet HAP concentration to
20 ppnv or less, (3) operates at a mninumresidence tine of 0.5
seconds at a mnimum tenperature of 7600C, or (4) is boiler or
process heater that is designed so the vent streamis introduced
into the flame zone. |[If the owner or operator can denonstrate
that their conbustion device operates according to the m nimum
residence tinme and tenperature specifications or the vent stream
is introduced into the flame zone, then a conpliance
denonstration with the 95-percent em ssion reduction (or the
20 ppnv outlet concentration) is not required. Therefore, the
EPA believes that it is not necessary to provide a default
reduction efficiency for denonstrating conpliance with the
95- percent reduction efficiency.

Comment: Several commenters objected to the 95-percent
control requirenment. According to comenter IV-D-12, a
90 percent control requirenment would provide a nore realistically
achi evabl e standard. The comrenter pointed to a GRI study
(Ski nner and Rueter, 1998, CGRI-98/0073) which shows that
condensers at many facilities are unable to achieve 95 percent on
a continuous basis. The comrenter further stated that applying
the control requirenent based on the source's choice of either
total VOC or HAP is appropriate, but not both.

Commenter |V-D- 16 stated that condenser performance is
dependent on local climte conditions, and that a 95-percent
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efficiency cannot be reliably achieved throughout the year in
many areas of the United States. The conmmenter was concer ned
that requiring efficiencies that could not be nmet would renove
condensers fromthe potential control list. The commenter
further remarked that condensers are a formof recycling and
shoul d not be "saddled with an efficiency requirenment they cannot
nmeet." The commenter suggested that an efficiency of 85 percent
nore accurately describes the performance in these devices and
shoul d be chosen as the required | evel of control for subparts HH
and HHH. Commenter |V-D-38 al so recommended that an em ssion
reduction of 85 percent would be typically achieved for the
control devices addressed in section 63.765(c)(2) and (3), as
conpared with 95 percent in the proposed regul ati ons, and t hat
the cited paragraphs should be changed accordingly.

Commenter |1V-G 07 presented HAP efficiency data for twenty
condenser-controll ed glycol units, each treating between 5 and
55 Mvscf/d, and only one of which has no flash tank. According
to the coomenter, the cal cul ated nmean annual control efficiency
based on this data is 95.97 percent and the standard devi ation
error is 2.81 percent. Therefore, the comenter reconmended 90
percent as the appropriate lower Iimt, using this data as
representative and taking the comon scientific approach of using
plus or mnus two standard devi ations as the proper confidence
[imt.

Commenter |1V-G 02 was concerned about the EPA's setting a
MACT fl oor for dehydration units based on a "control |evel
estimated to be achieved through the use of condensers"” (63 FR
6304), rather than on the "em ssion limtation achi eved" as
required by the Act. The commenter questioned whether the EPA
has consi dered that many condensers |ocated at an altitude
probably cannot neet 95 percent (due to | ower atnospheric
pressure, substances exhibit a greater partial pressure, and are
therefore nore difficult to condense). The comrenter also
guesti oned whether the EPA has data to show the average of the
best performng 12 percent of units achieve a 95 percent
reduction. The commenter stated that they believe that the MACT
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floor is an equi pnent standard (rather than efficiency, which is
appropriate) requiring a condenser, conbustion device, or flare
for control

Response: The MACT standard for process vents on new and
exi sting glycol dehydration units was set at the floor |evel of
control. As required under section 112(d) of the Act, the EPA

devel oped the MACT fl oor based on ". . . the average em ssion
[imtation achi eved by the best perform ng 12 percent of the
existing sources. . . ." A detailed discussion regarding the

devel opment of the MACT floor can be found in the docket (Ar
Docket A-94-04, nunber 11-A-07). Through section 114
questionnaires, site visits, neetings with stakehol ders, and
available literature, the EPA obtained information for 200 gl ycol
dehydration units that were considered to be major sources of HAP
(prior to control). O these, 34 percent (67 units) were
controlled using a variety of control technol ogies, including:
condensati on, conbustion, and a conbi nati on of condensation and
conbustion. The types of control technol ogi es used by the

i ndustry have been denonstrated, in other applications, to

achi eve varying levels of em ssion reduction (ranging from95 to
98 percent or better). The EPA could not identify a techni cal
basis for the variation in the performance |evels achieved by the
controls reported to be used to control process vents on glycol
dehydration units. |In order to account for the variability in
HAP em ssion reduction efficiencies, the EPA selected

95.0 percent as the required em ssion reduction (i.e., the MACT
floor) for glycol dehydration units in the oil and natural gas
production source category. Since the 95-percent em ssion
reduction allows owners and operators to install not only
condensers, but al so conbustion devices, as |long as they achieve
a 95-percent HAP em ssion reduction, the EPA does not believe
that the MACT floor is an equi pnent standard.

Al t hough the EPA did not |ower the required em ssion
reduction in the final rule, the final rule requires conpliance
with the 95-percent HAP em ssion reduction to be denonstrated on
a daily basis with an option for conpliance using condensers to
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be denonstrated using a 365-day rolling average for the oil and
natural gas production source category, and a 30-day rolling
average for the natural gas transm ssion and storage source
category (see section 2.10.2 of this docunent for further

di scussi on on averagi ng peri ods).

Regardi ng the comenter's concern about condensers | ocated
at a high altitude, although differences in altitude do affect
condenser performance, the EPA expects the effect to be m ninmal.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-01 requested that the EPA
reeval uate the MACT floor for new sources and require new sources
to control HAP em ssions by 98% According to the comenter
Loui siana has many facilities that achieve a 98% or greater
control device efficiency by means of a condenser and cl osed vent
system routing non-condensables to the glycol reboiler firebox.

Response: Based on the available information (i.e.,
primarily section 114 questionnaire responses), the EPA did not
identify a nmethod of control applicable to all types of new
sources that would achieve a greater |evel of HAP em ssion
reduction than the MACT floor for existing sources. Furthernore,
t he EPA believes that requiring 98 percent em ssion reduction for
sources in the oil and natural gas production and natural gas
transm ssi on and storage source categories would involve the
destruction of nonrenewabl e resources and does not encourage
pol | uti on prevention.

Comment: Commenter |V-D 25 enphasized that catal ytic
incineration is an effective control option. According to the
commenter, mninmmtenperature and residence tinme requirenents
are lower for catalytic oxidation as conpared with thermnal
oxidation, resulting in |ess expense required for fabrication.
The comenter requested that 863.771(d)(1)(i) be nodified to
include: "(D) For catalytic incineration, operates at a m ni num
residence time of 0.03 to 0.05 second at a m ni mum t enper at ure of
3400C." The commenter stated that these requirenents would be
adequate for nore than 95 percent destruction of the HAP

Response: The EPA believes that the 0.5 second residence
time and 7600C mi ni num tenperature requirenments for encl osed
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conmbustion devices are sufficient to ensure conpliance with the
95- percent HAP eni ssion reduction requirenent.' The comenter
did not provide any data to justify that a 0.03 to 0.05 second
m ni mum resi dence tinme and 3409C ni ni num t enperature woul d be
adequate to achieve a 95-percent HAP em ssion reduction for al
catalytic incinerators. Furthernore, the EPA does not have the
avai l abl e data to determ ne whether catalytic incinerators with
t hese m ni num specifications woul d neet the 95-percent em ssion
reduction requirenents. Therefore, the EPA has not nodified
subparts HH and HHH in response to this coment.

However, owners or operators may use a catalytic incinerator
with the paraneters specified by the commenter, provided the
performance test or design analysis [prepared as specified in
8863. 772(e) and 63.1282(d)] shows that the control device neets
the required HAP em ssion reduction efficiency.

2.10.2 Aver agi ng Peri od

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08 and | V-D-20 noted that
8863. 771(d) (1) (i) (A and 63.771(d)(1)(ii) do not state averaging
periods for the 95 percent control efficiency determ nation.
Several commenters were concerned wi th denonstrating conpliance
with the 95 percent control efficiency on a continuous basis.
Commenter |V-D-12 stated that the proposal for a 15-m nute
averaging period is inappropriate and could not be consistently
achi eved due to swings in anbient conditions over which the
source has no control. Commenters IV-D-04, 1V-D-08, |V-D-12,
| V-D-15, V-G 05, and V-G 09 requested that the EPA require
cal cul ation of control efficiency on a nonthly or 30-day basis
and coomenters |V-D-20, 1V-D-22, 1V-D-23, IV-D-30, |V-D 34,
| V-G 02, requested a 12-nonth rolling or annual basis for all TEG
units subject to a 95 percent control requirenment. Comrenter
| V-D- 31 supported either a 30-day or a 12-nonth averagi ng peri od.

¥ U S. Environnental Protection Agency. Hazardous Air
Pol | utant Em ssions from Process Units in the Synthetic Organic
Chem cal Manufacturing Industry - Background Information for
Proposed Standards. Volune 1B: Control Technol ogies. EPA
Nunmber EPA-453/D-92-016b., Novenber 1992.
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Commenter 1V-G 02 stated that a 12-nonth rolling average is nore
appropriate, considering the types of risks involved, still

provi des the EPA with enforceabl e nunbers, and nore appropriately
reflects the frequency of the reporting periods required in the
proposal. Commenter |V-G 03 stated that continuous conpliance
could be achieved in the winter nonths and recommended t hat

conti nuous conpliance determ nati on be based on an annual

average, using rolling nonthly data. Al of the commenters
mai nt ai ned that using a | onger averagi ng period would create no
significant change in the em ssions to the environnent, but would
substanti ally decrease the nunber of technical violations of the
standard, and reduce the admi nistrative burden for the industry
and the EPA. Commenter |V-D-04 explained that flow conditions in
dehydrators fluctuate over time and a 15-m nute conpliance period
woul d cause many units to be out of conpliance that would be in
conpliance over a |longer period. The commenter suggested that
the shorter averaging tinme would make the control requirenent
nore rigorous than the EPA may have intended. Mboreover,
commenters IV-D-20 and |1 V-D-22 stated that they believe |onger
averagi ng periods are consistent with the MACT fl oor.

Commenters |V-D-10, IV-D-20, IV-D-22, IV-D-30, |IV-D34, and
| V-G 11 stated that the data coll ected under section 114 do not
support a MACT fl oor determ nation of 95 percent on a conti nuous
basis. According to the commenters, the section 114
questionnaire did not ask for the averaging period. Furthernore,
commenters IV-D-20, IV-D-22, and IV-G 11 stated that respondents
to the EPA's section 114 survey nost likely did not provide
estimated efficiency on a continuous basis because the data to
make that eval uation were not available. According to the
commenters, to provide an estimate of condenser efficiency, nost
respondents woul d have relied on vendor data or short duration
tests and woul d not have consi dered seasonal or diurna
vari ations.

I n support of a nonthly or annual averagi ng period,
commenters IV-D-07, IV-D-08, IV-D-10, IV-D-15, IV-D-20, IV-D 22,
|V-D-23, 1V-D-27, and I V-D-31 stated that condensers and fl ash
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t anks cannot achi eve 95-percent HAP reduction continuously during
the hotter nonths. The commenters referenced a report by GRI,*
which illustrated that high anbient tenperatures cause the
control efficiency to drop bel ow 95 percent. However, the report
showed that condensers could neet 95-percent control using a

| onger averaging period. Commenters IV-D-20, IV-D-22, IV-D-31
and V-G 11 noted that, in the report, three fourths of the TEG
units controlled by condensers and flash tanks do not achieve a
95- percent reduction on an hourly basis. Comenters |IV-D 27 and
| V-D-31 recommended that the EPA review the GRI report and adj ust
the control efficiency and averaging tine as appropriate.

Based on the GRI study®, commenters |V-D-08, |V-D- 10,
|V-D-15, IV-D-20, IV-D-22, IV-D-34, and I V-G 11 were concerned
that to achi eve 95-percent control on a continuous basis,
addi ti onal conbustion controls would be necessary. Conmenter
| V-D-10 referred to the supplenentary information in which the
EPA nmentions that flares and ot her conbustion devices were not
included in the MACT floor analysis because they do not recover
hydr ocarbons. The commenter agreed that an after condenser
conbusti on devi ce woul d waste nonrenewabl e resources for the sake
of peaks in anbient tenperatures. Commenter |V-G 11 al so noted
that many operators would install flares or incinerators rather
than reroute vapors to the firebox (due to safety issues and
State opacity regul ations). Furthernore, commenters |IV-D- 10 and
| V-D- 15 were concerned that the combustion device would force
operators to nmake tradeoffs anong em ssions of NO, VOC, and HAP
Commenter |1V-D-10 stated that conbustion devices increase
em ssions of NOy and VOC with greater dispersion inpacts for only
5 percent additional HAP control on warm days and that the MACT
floor is not achievable with the technol ogy envi si oned.

GRlI, "lInvestigation of Condenser Efficiency for HAP
Control from dycol Dehydrator Reboiler Vent Streans: Analysis
of Data fromthe EPA 114 Questionnaire and GRI's Condenser
Monitoring Program" Table 3-1 (March 1998).

2'Ref er ence 20.
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Commenter |V-G 12 stated that they coll aborated severa
years ago in an investigation of an evaporatively (water) cool ed
condenser at one of its facilities that showed the condenser
could capture a significant portion (>90% of the volatile
fraction comng fromthe still vent of a dehydrator. According
to the coomenter, these condensers are easy to operate, provide
significant control, and result in the recovery and conservation
of a useful hydrocarbon stream The commenter was concerned t hat
the proposed rule's presuned short termrequirenent of 95-percent
efficiency will preclude the use of devices of this type. The
commenter stated that the makeup of the gas being processed
determ ned the type of control that can be used. The conmenter
suggested that facilities that can use a condenser should be able
to do so at a lower efficiency than required for flares operating
on equi pnent where condensers are not viable.

Commenter |V-D-21 provided em ssion reduction data resulting
fromtests on dehydrators equi pped with R-BTEX condensers.
According to the comenter, the tests showed 96 to 98 percent VCOC
and HAP em ssion reductions, at anmbient wet bulb tenperatures
rangi ng from 65 to 850F. The commenter stated that while they
are confident that these condensers could achi eve a 95-percent
control efficiency on an annual basis, they were concerned that
brief periods of high anbient tenperatures would result in | ower
control efficiencies. To account for the inpact of anbient
tenperature, the commenter requested that the EPA establish an
averaging tinme during which the average condenser outl et
tenperature nust conply with the requirenments proposed in
§863. 773 and 63. 1283.

Commenters 1V-D-08 and | V-D-20 objected to the EPA' s
suggestion that continuous conpliance with a standard is
necessary to protect human health and the environnment from
em ssions fromthis source category. Comenter |V-D 20 urged the
EPA to retract this statenment as unsupported and inconsi stent
with other regulatory prograns. The conmenter suggested that the
industry is sensitive to unnecessary control costs, and urged the
EPA to reconsider this requirenent. Comenters |V-D-08 and

2-130



| V-D-20 stated that continuous nonitoring as required in

863. 773(d) is not necessary because a nonthly average conpliance
denonstrati on does not increase em ssions. Comenter |V-D 22
indicated that a rolling 12-nonth average conpli ance
denonstration would not result in significant increases in annual
em ssions. Commenter |V-D 22 reconmmended that periodic
nmonitoring be substituted at an interval appropriate to the
condenser averagi ng peri od.

Commenter |V-G 07 stated that year-to-year variations in
annual tenperature histograns are snmall and that using an annual
tenperature histogramto cal cul ate annual em ssions is an
excel l ent proxy for any year. Furthernore, the comenter
mai ntai ned that there is not a good proxy for any day. The
commenter stated that Congress's focusing on annual em ssions in
the Cean Air Act Anendnents (CAAA) of 1990 set forth a good
regul atory policy and asked why should this policy be changed.

Commenters IV-D-08, IV-D- 10, IV-D- 15, 1V-D- 20, IV-D 22,
IV-D-34, 1V-G 03, and V-G 11 stated that for units with existing
condensers that do not quite achi eve 95-percent reduction, the

incremental cost to renove a small increment of HAP em ssions is
cost prohibitive. Comenters |IV-D-20 and |1V-D-22 stated that the
margi nal cost to renove a small increnent of HAP em ssions to

achi eve 95-percent control on a continuous basis woul d exceed
$ 20,000/ton of HAP renoved. Commenters IV-D-34 and V-G 11
estimated this cost to be $ 30, 000/ton.

Response: Based on the information avail able to the Agency,
t he EPA believes that the control devices required by the final
rul e achi eve 95-percent HAP em ssion reduction on a daily basis.
However, the EPA has reviewed the GRI reports regardi ng condenser
per f or mance® and has considered the commenters concerns
regardi ng averagi ng periods for condensers. Based on this
i nformati on, the Agency has included an option for owners and
operators that install condensers.

22Ref er ence 20.
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Under the final subpart HH [863.772(f)], an owner or
operator of a glycol dehydration unit subject to the contro
requi rements under final 863.765 nust denonstrate conpliance with
the control device performance requirenents on a daily basis. As
an alternative, the owner or operator that uses condensers to
conply with the requirenents of 863. 765 has the option of
denonstrating conpliance with the 95-percent HAP em ssion
reduction on a 365-day rolling average [863.772(g)]. An owner or
operator with less than 120 days of condenser operating data is
not required to calculate the average condenser efficiency until
after the first 120 days of operation. |If this average
efficiency is equal to or greater than 90 percent, the owner or
operator is in conpliance. Omers or operators wth 120 days or
nmore, but |ess than 365 days of condenser operating data, nust
cal cul ate the average condenser efficiency over the nunber of
days of operation between the current day and the applicable
conpliance date [specified in 863.760(f)]. The owner or operator
is considered to be in conpliance with the perfornance
requirenents if this average condenser efficiency is equal to or
greater than 90 percent. Once the owner or operator has 365 days
of condenser operating data, the owner or operator nust conply
with the 95 percent HAP em ssion reduction requirenent on a
365-day rolling average.

For glycol dehydration units in the natural gas transm ssion
and storage source category, the EPA believes that an averaging
period shorter than 365 days is appropriate. To the Agency's
know edge, glycol dehydration units |ocated at storage facilities
do not typically operate throughout the year. Additionally,
gl ycol dehydration units |ocated at these sources do not
typically operate during the warm summer nonths when condenser
efficiency is lower. The data for the GRI report was based on
the operation of production facilities. Although transm ssion
facilities do operate for nost of the year, the EPA believes that
the HAP em ssion units in operation at these facilities are
primarily conpressors and that nost glycol dehydration units
| ocated at transm ssion facilities are used for w thdraw ng
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natural gas fromstorage (i.e., are not likely to operate year-
round). Therefore, the final subpart HHH specifies that owners
or operators that install condensers have the option of conplying
with the 95-percent HAP em ssion reduction on a 30-day rolling
average [ 863.1282(f)]. However, 863.1282(f)(2)(iii)(D) of final
subpart HHH provides the owner or operator with the option of
conplying with the 365-day rolling average procedure specified in
863. 772(g) for glycol dehydration units in the natural gas
transm ssion and storage source category that are operated
continual ly.
2.10.3 Process Vent Standards

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-08 stated that 863.771(d) should be
nodified to provide credit for total reductions and cunul ative
efficiency rather than requiring "control upon control”
efficiency. The commenter recommended changes to
863. 771(d) (1) (i), (ii), and (iii) to allow curul ative reductions
for control devices in series:

Reduce or contribute to the reduction of the mass
content of either Total Organic Conpound (TOC) or total
HAP by 95 percent, fromthe point that gases are vented
to the first control device until the point that gases
are vented to the atnosphere.

Commenter |V-D-06 requested that subpart HHH expressly all ow
conbi nati ons of control devices as a way to achieve the em ssions
standards. According to the comenter, it may take two or nore
control devices to achieve the emssion limt. For exanple, sone
units are controlled by devices that may cone close to, but do
not nmeet the requirenents. The comenter stated that it is
sonmeti nmes qui cker, easier, and | ess expensive to add a
suppl enental device than to renove an existing device and instal
anot her. The comrent er suggested using HON 8863.113(a)(2) (i),
(1ri), and (i1)(A), (B, (©, and (D) to address conbi nati ons of
control and/or recovery devices. The commenter stated that if
subpart HH does not expressly allow conbi nati ons of control
devices, this comment applies to subpart HH

Response: The EPA agrees that owners or operators should be
able to conply with the requirenents of 8863. 765 and 63. 1275
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usi ng conbi nati ons of control devices. Therefore, the EPA has
nodi fi ed subparts HH and HHH to all ow an owner or operator to
connect glycol dehydration unit process vents to a control device
or a conbi nation of control devices [8863.765(b)(1) and
63.1275(b)(1)]. In addition, the EPA has nodified 863.772(e)(3)
of final subpart HH and 863.1282(d)(3) of final subpart HHH to
require the sanpling sites to be located at the inlet of the
first control device and at the outlet of the final control

devi ce.

Coment: Commenters |V-D-06, IV-D-07, |V-D-08, |V-D 20,
| V-D-22, and |1V-D-30 requested that the EPA all ow any
conbi nations of controls and process nodifications to achieve the
required control efficiency. Comenters |V-D08, |V-D 20,
| V-D-22, and | V-D-30 recommended that the EPA nodify
863. 765(c) (2) to add | anguage specifically stating that process
nodi fications and controls are all owed.

In addition, comenter |V-D 30 suggested that the EPA
specify in 863.765(c) that the owner or operator may elect to
conpl ete a conpliance denonstration once for the required process
nodi fications. According to the commenter, no nore denonstration
shoul d be necessary if the owner or operator nade only process
nodi fications (i.e., without em ssions controls) to attain the
control efficiency and there are no further process
nodi fications.

Response: Proposed subparts HH and HHH cont ai ned provi sions
allowi ng the owner or operator to denonstrate a 95 percent HAP
em ssion reduction using process nodifications. The EPA did not
intend to preclude owners or operators from usi ng conbi nati ons of
process nodifications and control devices. Therefore, to clarify
t hat owners or operators have the option of using conbinations of
process nodifications and control devices, 8863.765(c)(2) and
63. 1275(c)(2) of the final rules are as foll ows:

(2) The owner or operator shall denonstrate, to
the Adm nistrator's satisfaction, that the total HAP
em ssions to the atnosphere fromthe glycol dehydration
unit process vent are reduced by 95.0 percent through
process nodifications, or a conbination of process
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nodi fications and one or nore control devices, in
accordance with the requirenents specified in

863. 771(e) [for subpart HH and 863. 1281(e) for subpart
HHH] .

The EPA does not agree with comrenter |IV-D-30's recommendation to
all ow a one-tine conpliance denonstration. The EPA does not
believe that a one-tinme conpliance denonstrati on woul d ensure
future or continuous conpliance. Therefore, the EPA has not
i ncluded the commenter's suggested | anguage. |Instead, the final
rul es contain provisions that require owers or operators to:
(1) establish and docunent gl ycol dehydration unit baseline
operations; (2) docunent the conditions for which the glycol
dehydration unit baseline operations will be nodified to achieve
a 95 percent overall HAP em ssion reduction using process
nmodi fications or a conbination of process nodifications and one
or nore control device; (3) nmaintain records denonstrating that
the facility operates under the conditions of the process
nmodi fication; and (4) if a control device is used in conbination
with the process nodifications, denonstrate that the control
devi ce achi eves the em ssion reduction required for an overal
em ssion reduction of 95 percent [8863.771(e) and 63.1281(e)].
Only nodifications in glycol dehydration unit operations directly
related to process changes (such as glycol recirculation rate or
gl ycol - HAP absorbency] are allowed. Changes in gas inlet
characteristics or natural gas throughput rate are not allowed to
be used as process nodifications.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-05 stated that the requirenent in
863. 765(c) to reduce em ssions fromthe reboiler vent and flash
tank by 95 percent was anbi guous because the flash tank should
not be vented. According to the commenter, all of the offgas
fromthe flash tank should be recovered, and that GYCal c assunes
this. The commenter suggested that 863.765(c) should be
clarified to state that ". . . HAP froma glycol process should
be reduced to 95 percent as conpared with HAP w t hout any process
nodi fications.” The comrenter noted that the term "process
nodi fi cati ons” woul d have to be defined, and the EPA woul d have
to address whether a flash tank is a process nodification.
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Commenter |V-D-05 al so recommended that the definition of
GCG separator in subpart HH should state that all off-gas nust be
recovered. The commenter also stated that the gas-condensat e-
gl ycol (GCG separator should not be called a tank since it is a
pressuri zed vessel .

Response: Although the GCG separator is a pressurized
vessel the industry comonly refers to it as a flash tank. For
exanpl e, the GCG separator is |labeled as a flash tank in the TEG
dehydration fl owsheet presented in G.YCalc. Therefore, the EPA
has not nodified the definition of GCG separator in subparts HH
and HHH.

The EPA does not agree with the commenter's statenent that
all off-gas nust be recovered and that G.YCal c assunes that al
off-gas is recovered. According to the GYCal c Dehydration
Handbook, contained electronically within the GYCal c program
the flash gas fromthe GCG separator can be used as a
suppl enmental fuel gas or as stripping gas in the reboiler, but
may be vented to the atnosphere at sone locations. [In addition,
the em ssion calculation in GLYCalc plainly separates flash gas
em ssions fromthe GCG separator fromthe reboiler vent
em ssi ons.

Al t hough the EPA has not nodified the definition of GCG
separator in response to this coment, the EPA believes that the
requi renents in 8863. 765(c)(3) and 63.1275(c)(3) need to be
clarified. As proposed, 8863.765(c)(3) and 63.1275(c)(3) stated
that control of HAP em ssions fromthe flash tank ". . . is not
required if the owner or operator denonstrates to the
Adm nistrator's satisfaction, that total HAP em ssions to the
at nosphere fromthe glycol dehydration unit reboiler vent and GCG
separator (flash tank) are reduced by 95 percent." These
requi renents were intended to provide owners and operators the
flexibility to install a control device to control em ssions from
the reboiler vent such that the em ssion reduction fromthe
gl ycol dehydration unit process vent (which is defined in
8863. 761 and 63.1271 to include the flash tank and the reboiler
vent) is equivalent to 95 percent. Thus, the owner or operator
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woul d not be required to install separate control devices for the
reboiler and flash tank vents. Therefore, the EPA has nodified
8863. 765(c) (3) and 63.1275(c)(3) to clarify this intent as
fol | ows:

(3) Control of HAP em ssions froma GCG separat or
(flash tank) vent is not required if the owner or
operator denonstrates, to the Admnistrator's
satisfaction, that total HAP-em ssions to the
at nosphere fromthe glycol dehydration unit rebotter
process vent —and—6CG—separator—(ftash—tank)y—vent are
reduced by 95—pereent—one of the levels specified in
paragraphs (¢)(3)(i) through (c)(3)(ii) of this
section, through controls as specified in paragraph
(b) (1) of this section.

(i) HAP em ssions are reduced by 95.0 percent or
nor e.

(ii) Benzene em ssions are reduced to a |level |ess
than 0.90 negagranms per year.

Comment: Comrenter |V-G 07 suggested an alternative MACT
rul e based on air-cool ed condensers:

1. Stream exiting an air-cool ed glycol dehydrator vent
condenser shall be in vapor/liquid equilibriumat or below a
tenperature of 700F or wthin ten Fahrenheit degrees of the
then current air tenperature, averaged over any 24-hour
peri od.

2. Air emi ssions shall be less than: 5 tons/yr of benzene, 15
tons per year of HAP, and 50 tons per year of VCC.

3. A rich glycol flash tank nust be used in any glycol
dehydration system where its use will cause that systenis
vent condenser to condense and recover nore than an
additional 10 tons per year of VCC.

The comenter claimed that the proposed alternative: would

el imnate safety hazards associated with forcing operators to
burn sone vent streans; is technically sound and cost effective;
and is good public policy by encouragi ng hydrocarbon recovery.
The commenter clainmed that the health risk concerns due to higher
em ssions on hot days fromair cool ed condensers are not really
the problem since in reality, hot daytinme atnospheres are
unstable resulting in vent em ssions becom ng well m xed.
According to the comrenter, cool, still nights are a higher
potential exposure risk, which is small in any event.
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Response: Section 112 of the Act requires the EPA to
establish standards no | ess stringent than the MACT floor. As
stated in the previous response, the EPA determ ned that a
control efficiency of 95 percent represented the MACT floor. The
EPA does not believe that the commenter's suggestions represent
t he MACT fl oor.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-07 interpreted 8863.765(c)(2) and
(3) and 8863.1275 (c)(2) and (3) to nmean that em ssions from both
the reboiler vent and flash tank vent can be used in determ ning
the em ssion reduction. The comenter supported this option.

Response: The commenter has correctly interpreted the
requi renents specified in 8863.765(c)(3) and 63.1275(c) (3).

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 stated that the EPA should
consider the fact that still vent and flash gas streans can be
| aden with water and their use as a fuel source may not be
possi ble. The commenter suggested that burning these streans
woul d not be possible for smaller or unmanned facilities since
addi tional natural gas may need to be added to the stream before
flaring. Additionally, according to the comenter, the stream
conposition may be inconsistent, and its use as a fuel or in a
flare may need to be closely nonitored.

Response: Conbustion of still vent and flash gas streans is
not required by subparts HH and HHH. It is up to the owner or
operator to deci de whether conbustion is a viable alternative for
control. In the final subparts HH and HHH, an owner or operator
has the option of conplying with: (1) a HAP em ssion reduction of
95 percent or nore; (2) an outlet HAP concentration of 20 ppnmv or
| ess (for conbustion devices) or (3) a benzene emssion limt of
1 tpy. Therefore, the owner or operator should deci de which
control device to use to conply with the required reductions
dependi ng on i ndividual streamcharacteristics.

2.10. 4 Equi prent Leak St andards

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-05 requested that 863.769(a) be
clarified if the EPA intends to include ancillary equipnment at
production facilities, and suggested the follow ng wording:

"This section applies to: (1) ancillary equi pnent at natural gas
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processing plants, and to (2) conpressors (as defined in 63.761)
at natural gas processing plants that . . . " The commenter also
requested that the EPA justify the fact that this program does
not afford the sanme | eniency as subpart KKK for plants that
process less than 10 Mvscf/d regarding routine nonitoring.

Response: The commenter is incorrect in stating that
subpart HH does not afford the sanme | eniency as subpart KKK for
pl ants that process |less than 10 Mvscf/d. On the contrary,
863.769(c) (5) exenpts equi pnment | ocated at nonfractionating
plants with the capacity to process 10 Mvscf/d fromroutine
nmonitoring requirenents, and is consistent with 860.633(d) of
subpart KKK. The netric capacity that is equivalent to
10 Mvscf/d should be 283,000 standard cubic neters per day
(nﬁ/day), rat her than the proposed 283 n?/day. Thi s has been
corrected in the final rule.

Wth regard to the coomenter's first request, the EPA has
made the follow ng change to clarify applicability to 863.769(a):

(a) This section applies to equipnent subject to
this subpart |located at natural gas processing plants
and speC|f|ed in paraqraphs (a)(1) and (a)(2) of this
section,

that contain or contact a fluid (liquid or gas) that
has a total YEHAPVHAP concentration equal to or greater
than 10 percent by wei ght (determined according to the
procedures specified in

8§63. 772(a)) and that operates in VHAP service equal to
or greater than 300 hours per cal endar year.

(1) Ancillary equipnent, as defined in 863. 761;

and

(2) Conpressors.

Comment: Commenter |V-D 06 reconended that the EPA revise
863.769(a) to apply only to equi pment operating in VOHAP service
for 300 hours or nore per year. According to the comenter, if
the equi pnent is in operation nore than 300 hours per year, but
is in VOHAP service for only a small part of the tine, there
woul d be no need for standards to apply.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter, and has
nodi fied 863. 769(a) in response to this comment to clarify that

2-139



equi pnent operating in VHAP service for nore than 300 hours per
year is subject to the rule.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-16 stated that it is confusing to
point to 40 CFR part 61, subpart V, which is unfamliar to gas
pl ant operators, when subpart V is alnost the sane as 40 CFR part
60, subpart KKK. The commenter recomrended that subpart HH poi nt
to subpart KKK, since the regulated community and conpliance
i nspectors are famliar with it and will understand it better.
The commenter also noted that the MACT floor is subpart KKK

Response: The EPA determi ned that the MACT floor for
equi pnent | eaks is subpart KKK and the NSPS | evel of control in
subpart KKK is equal to that of 40 CFR part 61, subpart V.
However, subpart KKK is a standard that controls VOC and
subpart V controls HAP. Since the pollutants targeted for
control under subpart HH are HAP, cross-referencing the
requi renents fromthe equi pnent | eaks NESHAP (40 CFR part 61
subpart V) is appropriate.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-20 and |1 V-D- 22 recomrended that it
woul d be | ess burdensone and woul d avoi d redundancy if provisions
were added, for facilities that are subject to other federal,
State, and |ocal LDAR programs, to allow control of equipnent
| eaks under simlar prograns. Commenter |V-D 20 urged the EPA to
allow for a process of equival ency and/or stringency
denonstration for these other requirenents. The commenter also
urged the EPA to clarify that facilities have the option of
conplying with only one rule that will subsune all other LDAR
requi renents. Furthernore, the commenter requested that 863.769
be expanded to allow for other equivalent, or nore stringent
State, and | ocal LDAR prograns/rules to be used instead of
subpart HH requirenments, provided the governing rule is
specifically included in the facility's title V permt.

Commenter |V-D 22 endorsed the proposed provisions intended to
prevent duplication of effort and requirenents for facilities

subject to LDAR requirenments in part 63, subpart H or subpart
KKK NSPS.
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Response: The EPA believes that facilities subject to other
federal, State and | ocal regulatory progranms should be allowed to
conply with the requirenents those prograns, if they are at | east
as stringent, or equivalent to subparts HH and HHH  Secti ons
63. 777 and 63.1287 already contain provisions for alternative
emssion limtations that nust be at | east as equival ent as
subpart HH or HHH as appropri ate.

2.10.5 Control Device Requirenents

Comment: Comrenters |IV-D-06, I1V-G02 and IV-G 12 stated
that 8863.771(d)(5) and 63.1281(d)(5) should only require that
spent carbon be managed as a hazardous waste if it is, in fact, a
hazar dous waste. According to the commenters, it is not a listed
waste, so unless it displays a hazardous characteristic, it
shoul d not have to be managed as a hazardous waste. Comrenter
| V-D-06 recommended that the EPA should allow the option of
managi ng the carbon in a conbustion device regul ated under any
subpart of part 60, 61, or 63. The commenter stated that this
comment may al so apply to subpart HH  Further, regarding
accept abl e treatnment net hods, comenters V-G 02 and I V-G 12
recommended the words "for which the owner or operator” be
changed to "whose owner or operator” to make clear that it is the
treatment facility, and not the generator, who nust obtain the
proper RCRA permts or interimstatus.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters and has
repl aced proposed 8863. 771(d)(5) and 63.1281(d)(5) wth the
fol | ow ng:

(5) For each carbon adsorption systemused as a
control device to neet the requirenents of paragraph
(d)(1) of this section, the owner or operator shal
manage the carbon as foll ows:

(1) Followng the initial startup of the control
device, all carbon in the control device shall be
replaced with fresh carbon on a regul ar, predeterm ned
time interval that is no | onger than the carbon service
life established for the carbon adsorption system

saent carbon reaned fron1the carbon adsorptlon svstem
shall be either regenerated, reactivated, or burned in
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one of the units specified in paragraphs (d)(5)(ii)(A)
through (d)(5)(ii)(G of this section

(A) Regenerated or reactivated in a thernal
treatnent unit for which the owner or operator has
etrther—been |ssued a flnal perntt under 40 CFR part

wi-th that |nnlenents the reqU|renents of 40 CFR 264,
subpart X%—er—eertr%red—eﬁﬁp%raﬁee—mrth—the—rﬁferrm
status—regutrerents—of 460—CFR265——subpart—P.

(B) Regenerated or reactivated in a thermnal
treatment unit equi pped with and operating air enission
controls in accordance with this section.

(O Regenerated or reactivated in a thernal
treatment unit equi pped with and operating organic air
em ssion controls in accordance with a nationa
em ssions standard for hazardous air pollutants under
anot her subpart in 40 CFR part 61 or 40 CFR part 63.

(D) Burned in a hazardous waste incinerator for
whi ch the owner or operator has been issued a final
permt under 40 CFR part 270;
the—unt-t—r—accordance—w—th—

t hat inplenments the
requi renents of 40 CFR 264, subpart O

(E) Burned in a hazardous waste incinerator which
t he owner or operator has designed and operates in
accordance with the requirenments of 40 CFR part 265,
subpart O

©-(F) Burned in a boiler or industrial furnace
for which the owner or operator has etther—been issued
a final permt under 40 CFR part 2705

t hat i npl enents
the requirenents of 40 CFR part 266, subpart H
(G Burned in a boiler or industrial furnace which
t he owner or operator has designed and operates in

accordance;—or—has—certt+fted—conpttance with the

interimstatus requirenents of 40 CFR part 266, subpart
H

2.10.6 St or age Vessel Standards

Comment : Commenter |V-D-16 stated that external floating
roofs conplying with subpart Kb need to be addressed in the
storage vessel standard, if they are allowed. Comenter |V-D 22
stated that the proposed definition of cover in 863.761 includes
an external floating roof as an exanple; however, storage vessel
standards in 863.766 do not |list external floating roofs as an
allowed control option. In fact, the commenter noted that
863. 766(b) (1) suggests that an external floating roof would need
to be connected through a cl osed-vent systemto a control device.
The commenter stated that they do not believe the EPA intended
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this result, because other existing standards, such as the
subpart Kb New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) (40 CFR
Section 60.110b), allow the external floating roof alone. The
commenter also stated that they do not endorse the detailed
control requirenents in subpart Kb (for external or interna
floating roofs) for exploration and production (E&P) storage
tanks. In particular, the provisions in subpart Kb for the many
vents, fittings, lids, and other equi pnment on both internal and
external floating roofs are inappropriate for oil exploration and
production tanks. According to the comenter, it is not
appropriate to inplement controls on E&P tanks that are nore
stringent than the controls for tanks in a refinery and it is not
supported by the MACT floor for production tanks. Additionally,
the comenter noted that subpart Kb does not apply to the snal
vessels typically located at production facilities.

Response: The EPA did not intend to limt the types of
covers allowed to only those listed as exanples in the definition
of cover in 863.761. Therefore, the EPA has added | anguage to
the definition of cover in 863.761 as follows: "...Exanples of a
cover include, but are not limted to, a fixed-roof installed on
a tank, an external floating roof installed on a tank, and a lid
installed on a drum or other container."

The EPA's data, collected fromsection 114 questionnaires
and site visits indicated that the control technology in use to
control existing storage vessels did not include internal or
external floating roofs. Therefore, the EPA has renoved the
requirenents for internal floating roofs contained in proposed
863. 766(b)(3). However, in order to allow owners or operators
the option of conplying with the requirenents specified in 40 CFR
part 60, subpart Kb, 40 CFR part 63, subpart G or 40 CFR part
63, subpart CC the EPA has added the follow ng paragraph to
863. 766:

(d) This section does not apply to storage vessels
for which the owner or operator is neeting the
requi renents specified in 40 CFR part 60, subpart Kb;
or is neeting the requirenents specified in 40 CFR part
63, subparts G or CC
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2.11 MONI TORI NG RECORDKEEPI NG, AND REPORTI NG

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08, |1V-D-22, and |IV-D 34 requested
that the EPA allow oversized control devices to be exenpt from
nmoni toring, inspection, recordkeeping and reporting requirenments
other than the initial design analysis. The commenters stated
that oversized devices will essentially always neet the
regul atory requirenents. According to the commenters, if a
design anal ysis shows that the device is oversized so that
conpliance with the control efficiency requirenent will be net
even during worst case conditions, the exenption should be
al l owed. The commenters expl ained that an exenption would all ow
t he owner or operator to spend nore on the device and | ess on
nmoni toring, inspection, recordkeeping, and reporting over the
life of the facility. The commenters further stated that is it
not cost-effective to continue nonitoring, inspection,
recor dkeepi ng, and reporting for a device that will always neet
regul atory requirenents.

Response: Monitoring, inspection, recordkeeping and
reporting requirenments ensure continuous conpliance with the
standards. Over-designing a control device would not ensure
proper operation and conpliance with the standards. Therefore,

t he EPA has not nodified subparts HH and HHH i n response to these
comment s.

Comment: Commenters |1V-D-20 and | V-D-22 urged the EPA to
reeval uate how the nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requi renents can be nade cl ear, nonoverl apping, and inplenentable
inthe field. According to the comenters, the "cut and paste”
approach apparently used by the EPA to devel op the nonitoring,
recor dkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents | eads to a burdensone
set of confusing, and sonetines unnecessary, requirenents.
Commenter |V-D-22 stated that they believe the proposed
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenments inpose a
significant burden on E&P facilities that cannot be justified
based on any current nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting for
oil or gas facilities.
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Commenter |1V-D-09 noted that 8863.10(b)(2) and 63.10(c)
require 24 separate record entries for each dehydration unit and
control device, as well as up to seven separate reports. The
commenter stated that many of these reports are superfluous. As
an exanple, the commenter suggested consolidating all information
required to ensure the operational status of the nonitoring
systeminto one conbi ned mai nt enance and operational |1og. The
commenter al so requested that the EPA work with operators to
explore ways to incorporate the information required for
conpliance denonstrations into existing recordkeeping and
reporting practices realistically.

Response: The EPA recogni zes that unnecessary nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents would burden both the
source and enforcenment agencies. Prior to proposal, the EPA
attenpted to reduce the anount of nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting to only that which is necessary to denonstrate
conpl i ance.

In response to the commenters' concerns, the EPA reeval uated
whet her nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenments
could be further reduced while maintaining the enforceability of
the rule. Therefore, the EPA has nade the foll ow ng changes in
the final rules (subparts HH and HHH) to further reduce the
nmoni t ori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting burden.

(1) Alnost all reports have been consolidated into the
Notification of Conpliance Status Report and the Periodic
Reports.

(2) I'f nultiple tests are conducted for the sane kind of
em ssion point, using the sanme test nethod, only one conplete
test report is submtted along with the summaries of the results
of other tests.

(3) Site-specific test plans describing quality assurance
in 863.7(c) of 40 CFR part 63, subpart A are not specifically
required in the individual subparts because the test nethods
cited in subparts HH and HHH al ready contain applicable quality
assurance protocols. It should be noted that the Adm nistrator
woul d still have the authority to request a test plan.

(4) Periodic reports are required to be submtted
semannually for all facilities (the proposal required quarterly
reports if nonitored paraneters were out of range nore than a
speci fied percentage of tine).

(4) A reduction in the record retention requirenments for
nmoni t ored paraneters. The proposal required val ues of nonitored
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paraneters to be recorded every 15 mnutes and all 15-m nute
records had to be retained. The final rule requires nonitored
paraneters to be recorded every hour and all hourly records to be
retai ned.

Comment : Commenter |V-D 38 suggested that 863.764(c) be
nodified as follows so that affected sources that are not at
maj or HAP sources do not have to nmeet stringent control,
noni toring, and recordkeeping requirenents:

(c) Except as specified in paragraph (e) of this
section, the owner or operator of an affected source
| ocated at an existing or new maj or HAP source shal
conply with the standards in this subpart as specified
in paragraphs (c)(1) through (c)(3) of this section.

Response: A major source is defined in 863.2 as "any

stationary source" that "emts, or has the potential to emt,
any hazardous air pollutant." Although the EPA believes

that specifying that affected sources are |ocated at existing or

new maj or HAP sources woul d be redundant, the EPA has made the

suggested nodification.

2.11.1 Moni toring Requirenents

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-01 questioned the basis for the
10, 000 ppm | eak definition in 863.769(c)(2) and requested that
the 10,000 ppm |l eak definition for pressure relief devices in
gas/ vapor service be changed to 500 ppm The comenter stated
that the pressure relief devices in gas/vapor service should have
a leak definition of 500 ppm above background in accordance with
40 CFR 61.242-4(a).

Commenter |1V-D-01 al so requested that the EPA delete the
provi sion for which pressure relief devices, in a
nonfractionating facility nonitored only by non-facility
personnel, may be nonitored after a pressure release the next
time the nonitoring personnel are on-site, instead of within five
days (not to exceed 30 days followi ng a pressure rel ease w thout
nmonitoring). The comenter stated that the owner or operator
coul d make provisions for either conpany personnel or contract
personnel to performthe nonitoring. The comenter al so stated
that pressure rel ease devices should be nonitored no |ater than
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five cal endar days after each pressure release in accordance with
40 CFR 61.242-4(b)(2).

Response: Currently, the oil and natural gas production
industry is regulated by the NSPS for equi pnment | eaks of VOC from
onshore natural gas processing plants (40 CFR part 60, subpart
KKK). The EPA determ ned that the MACT floor for equipnment |eaks
at natural gas processing plants was the NSPS | evel of control.
Subpart KKK requires owners and operators to nonitor pressure
relief devices quarterly and within five days after each pressure
rel ease to detect |eaks [863.633(b)(3)], with a | eak defined as
an instrunment reading of 10,000 ppmor greater [860.633(b)(2)].
Section 61.242-4(a) requires pressure relief devices to be
operated with no detectable em ssions, which is nore stringent
t han subpart KKK. Since the MACT floor was determ ned to be
equivalent to the level of control specified in subpart HHH, the
EPA has not changed the |eak definition for pressure relief
devi ces, as requested by the commenter.

The requirenent allow ng the owner and operator of a
nonfractionating facility, which are nonitored only by
non-facility personnel, to nonitor after a pressure rel ease the
next time the nonitoring personnel are on-site is consistent with
40 CFR part 60, subpart KKK [863.633(b)(4)]. Since the MACT
floor was determned to be the I evel of control required by
subpart KKK, the EPA has not nmade the change suggested by the
conment er .

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-22 recommended that the EPA all ow
for a deviation froma 2 percent |leak rate during startup,
shut down, or mal function, per the facility startup, shutdown and
mal function plan, as specified in 863.10(d)(5), w thout forgoing
the option for skip nonitoring. Although subpart HH does not
mention skip nmonitoring directly, the commenter stated that they
believe it is invoked through the reference to the | eak detection
and repair (LDAR) work practice standard in 40 CFR part 60,
subpart VW. [Note: The commenter's citation is incorrect.
Subpart HH refers to 40 CFR part 61, subpart V.]
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Response: The purpose of the startup, shutdown, and
mal function (SSM plan is to ensure that owners and operators
operate and maintain affected sources with good air pollution
control practices at all times. The SSM pl an al so ensures that
owners or operators are prepared to correct mal functions quickly,
to mnimze excess HAP em ssions. The EPA believes that
monitoring is warranted during SSM however, the EPA has nodified
863.774(b)(3) to state that the | eaks that occur during SSM
events do not count toward the percent |eak rate, provided the
SSM plan is foll owed.

Comment: Several commenters were concerned with the
provi sions specifying the accuracy of the neasurenent devices
used to conply with the subpart. Comrenter |1V-D- 06 recomrended
that the EPA all ow neasurenent devices with better accuracy than
what subpart HHH requires. The commenter contended that the way
subpart HHH was witten, using devices with better accuracy than
the rule specifies is forbidden. The commenter suggested that
the EPA revise the follow ng sections and paragraphs to all ow
nore accurate neasuring devices. The commenter noted that there
may al so be other paragraphs (in particular, they did not |ook
closely at the conpliance denonstration requirenents) and if so,
t he EPA should revise themsimlarly to the exanpl es shown bel ow.
Section 63.1271:

Tenperature nonitoring device neans a unit of
equi pnent used to nonitor tenperature and having an
m ni mum accuracy of + 1 percent of the tenperature
bei ng nonitored expressed in OC, or + 0.50C, whichever
is greater.

Section 63.1282(a)(1)(i):

(1) The owner or operator shall install and
operate a nonitoring instrunent that directly neasures
flow to the glycol dehydration unit with an accuracy of
plus or mnus 2 percent or better.

Section 63.1283(d)(3)(i)(A), (B), (D), (E), and (F):

(A) For a thermal vapor incinerator, a tenperature
noni toring device equi pped with a continuous recorder.
The nonitoring device shall have am m ni mum accuracy of
+1 percent of the tenperature being nonitored in OC ,or
+0.5 OC, whichever value is greater. The tenperature
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sensor shall be installed at a location in the
conbusti on chanmber downstream of the conbustion zone.

(B) For a catalytic vapor incinerator, a
tenperature nonitoring device equipped with a
continuous recorder. The device shall be capabl e of
nonitoring tenperature at two | ocations and have an
m ni mum accuracy of +1 percent of the tenperature being
nmonitored in OC, or +0.5 OC, whichever value is
greater. One tenperature sensor shall be installed in
the vent stream at the nearest feasible point to the
catal yst bed inlet and a second tenperature sensor
shall be installed in the vent stream at the nearest
feasible point to the catal yst bed outlet.

(D) For a boiler or process heater with a design
heat input capacity of |ess than 44 negawatts, a
tenperature nonitoring device equipped with a
continuous recorder. The tenperature nonitoring device
shall have af m ni mnum accuracy of +1 percent of the
tenperature being nonitored in O9C, or +0.5 ©OC
whi chever value is greater. The tenperature sensor
shall be installed at a location in the conbustion
chanber downstream of the conbustion zone.

(E) For a condenser, a tenperature nonitoring
devi ce equi pped with a continuous recorder. The
tenperature nonitoring device shall have af m ni mum
accuracy of +1 percent of the tenperature being
monitored in OC, or +0.5 OC, whichever value is
greater. The tenperature sensor shall be installed at
a location in the exhaust vent streamfromthe
condenser.

(F) For a regenerative-type carbon adsorption
system an integrating regeneration streamfl ow
noni toring device equi pped with a continuous recorder,
and a carbon bed tenperature nonitoring device equi pped
with a continuous recorder. The integrating
regeneration streamflow nonitoring device shall have
afmr m ni nrum accuracy of +10 percent and neasure the
total regeneration stream mass flow during the carbon
bed regeneration cycle. The tenperature nonitoring
devi ce shall have an m ni num accuracy of +1 percent of
the tenperature being nonitored in ©C, or +0.5 OC
whi chever value is greater and neasure the carbon bed
tenperature both after the regeneration and within 15
m nutes of conpleting the cooling cycle, and over the
duration of the carbon bed steam ng cycle.

The commenter stated that this comrent also applies to subpart
HH.
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Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter's
recomendation to nodify the nonitoring device accuracy
specifications to state that the accuracy requirenents are the
m ni mum necessary to denonstrate conpliance and has nodified the
subparts HH and HHH as suggest ed.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08 and |1 V-D-22 requested that the
EPA require flow instrunentation with an accuracy of +2 percent
only when the neasured values are within 98 percent of the
exenption or conpliance targets. The commenters stated that
while this level of accuracy is available, proving conpliance for
streans that do not have flows close to the exenption or
conpliance levels is not necessary. Comenter |V-D-22 stated
t hat throughout 863.773, subpart HH refers to tenperature
nmoni toring devices with an accuracy of + 1 percent of the
t enperature being nonitored in ©C, or +0.5 OC, whichever value is
greater. The commenter, along with conmmenter |1V-D 08, stated
that they do not believe that the MACT floor for this source
category supports the accuracy of 2 percent for neasuring flow
and 1 percent for nmeasuring tenperature, or that they have
denonstrated continuous conpliance with applicabl e standards.
Commenter |V-G 12 also stated that the +0.5 OC neasurenent is
practically useless for many anal og tenperature recorders.
Commenter |V-D-22 stated that requiring a unit to denonstrate
conpliance with a tenperature requirenment is unnecessary and
unduly restrictive unless the operator chooses to select a
tenperature set point within 1 percent of the requirenent. The
comment er reconmended, and commenter |V-D 34 supported, that
subpart HH be nodified to elimnate specified accuracies for flow
and tenperature neasurenent devices and to all ow what ever
accuracy i s necessary to denonstrate conpliance with the
tenperature or flow target.

Response: The average emi ssion limtation achieved by the
top 12 percent of the facilities (for source categories with nore
than 30 facilities) has to be considered for the MACT floor for
exi sting sources. The EPA believes that accuracy requirenents
are necessary to denonstrate ongoi ng conpliance. The EPA al so
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bel i eves setting site-specific accuracy requirenents would be
unduly burdensome for the permtting agencies. In addition, a

m ni mum accur acy provides an advantage for the owner or operator
because they would not be required to use the sanme nonitor
forever. Furthernore, if the accuracy requirenents were renoved,
addi tional recordkeeping and reporting requirenents would be
necessary to ensure that |ess accurate nonitors were not
installed after the performance tests. However, to provide
additional flexibility in selecting nonitoring devices, the EPA
has changed the accuracy levels from+ 1 percent of the

t enperature being nonitored, in OCor + 0.5 OC, to + 2 percent of
the tenperature being nonitored, in ©C or + 2.5 OC, whichever is
greater.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-22 and |1 V-D 34 recommended that a
provi sion be added to all ow design anal ysis or engi neering
calculations in place of nonitoring if they can denonstrate that
limts will not be exceeded.

Response: Allow ng design or engineering cal cul ati ons would
show t heoretical conpliance, but would not denonstrate continuous
conpliance with the em ssion standard. The EPA believes that the
monitoring requirenents in subparts HH and HHH are the m ni mum
necessary to ensure conpliance with the standards. Therefore,

t he EPA has not added the provisions reconmended by the
conment er s.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 recomended that the EPA clarify
t he bypass nonitoring requirenents. The commenter stated that
863.1281(c)(3)(i)(A) says flow indicators nust indicate "whether
gas, vapor, or funme flowis present” at |east once every 15
m nutes. The comenter suggested that the wording seens to
require a direct indication of "flow" The comenter requested
that the definition of "flow indicator"” be revised to allow val ve
position indicators. The commenter stated that val ve position
indicators will not give a reading of whether flowis present,
but they will give a reading of whether a diversion has occurred.
In addition, the conmmenter noted that 863.1281(c)(3)(i)(B) says
that car-seals are intended to show that valves are in the
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"cl osed"” position. The comrenter provided an exanple of a
three-way valve that is comonly used in bypass situations.
According to the commenter, three-way val ves have two "open”
positions and one "cl osed" position. |In those cases, the valve
shoul d be car-sealed in the open position that goes to the
control device. The commenter felt that the literal wording of
subpart HHH does not allow that option. The comenter
interpreted the wording to read that the "closed” position is
required. The commenter suggested the follow ng changes to
863.1281(c)(3)(i)(A) and (B)

(A) Install, calibrate, maintain, and operate a
flowindicator at the inlet to the bypass devi ce t hat
rrdtecates takes a reading at |east once every 15

m nut es whether—gas,—vapor,—or—fufre—fowt+s—present—n
the—bypass—device; or

(B) Secure the valve installed at the inlet to the
bypass device in the etosed non-diverting position
using a car-seal or a |ock-and-key type configuration.
The owner or operator shall visually inspect the seal
or closure nechanismat |east once every nonth to
verify that the valve is maintained in the etosed
non-di verting position.

The commenter stated that this comrent also applies to subpart
HH.

Response: The EPA believes that clarifications to the
bypass requirenents are necessary to all ow val ve position
indicators, and to require that a car-seal be used to secure a
valve installed at the inlet to the bypass device in the
non-di verting position. The EPA has nodified 8863.771(c)(3)(i)
and 63.1281(c)(3)(i) as follows:

(A) Properly install, calibrate, maintain, and
operate a flow indicator at the inlet to the bypass
device that could divert the streamaway fromthe
control device to the atnosphere that indicates takes a

readi ng at | east once every 15 m nutes and sounds an
al arm when the bypass device is open such that the
streamis being, or could be, diverted away fromthe
control device to the atnospherewhetter—gas,—vapor—of
fure—ftow s present—+nthebypass—device; or

(B) Secure the bypass device valve installed at
the inlet to the bypass device in the etosed
non-di verting position using a car-seal or a
| ock-and- key type configuration. The owner or operator
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shal |l visually inspect the seal or closure nechani sm at
| east once every nonth to verify that the valve is

mai ntai ned in the etesed non-diverting position and the
vent streamis not diverted through the bypass device.

In addition, the final rules contain a definition of flow
i ndicator in 8863.761 and 63. 1271

The EPA has al so added recordkeepi ng and reporting
requi renents for the bypass line requirenents. The final rules
contain recordkeeping requirenments [8863.774(b)(4)(iii) and (iv)
and 63.1284(b)(4)(iii) and (iv)], which require an owner or
operator to maintain records of whether the flow indicator was
operating and whether flow was detected at any tinme during the
hour, as well as records of the tinmes and durations of al
peri ods when the vent streamis diverted fromthe control device
or the monitor is not operating. Wen a seal or closure
mechani smis used, hourly records of flow are not required. In
such cases, the owner or operator is required to record that the
mont hly vi sual inspection of the seals or closure nmechani sm has
been done, and shall record the duration of all periods when the
seal nechanismis broken, the bypass |ine valve position has
changed, or the key for a | ock-and-key type | ock has been checked
out, and records of any car-seal that has broken.

The final rule also requires owners or operators to include,
in the periodic reports, all periods when the vent streamis
diverted fromthe control device through a bypass line. Wen a
seal or closure nechanismis used, the periodic report nust
contain all periods in which the seal nechani smwas broken, the
bypass val ve position was changed, or the key to unlock the
bypass |ine val ve was checked out.

In addition, periods where the vent stream has been diverted
t hrough the bypass line, as indicated by the flow indicator or
the cl osure nechani smor seal, are defined as excursions except
when they occur during startup, shutdown, or nalfunction events
or periods of nonoperation.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 requested that the EPA revise
Table 2 to say that 863.8(e) does not apply to subpart HHH.  The
commenter stated that subpart HHH does not require a performance
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eval uation at a specific tinme on a continuous nonitoring system
Therefore, according to the cormmenter, if 863.8(e) applies,
nothing is required. The commenter further stated that various
ot her MACT standards have not required performance eval uati ons on
continuous nonitoring systens. The commenter suggested that

i nposi ng the burden of these performance evaluations is
unnecessary. The commenter stated that if subpart HH al so

i ncorporates 863.8(e), then this comment al so applies to subpart
HH.

Response: Al though performance eval uati ons on conti nuous
nmonitoring systens are not specifically required under subparts
HH and HHH, the Adm nistrator retains the authority to request
such eval uations. Therefore, the EPA has nodified table 2 of
subparts HH and HHH to state that the applicable subpart does not
specifically require continuous nonitoring system perfornmance
eval uations but that the Adm nistrator can request the owner or
operator to conduct performance eval uations.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-31 requested that if the intent of
the nmonitoring protocol is to ensure that the equipnent is
operating correctly, then subpart HHH should state that intent.
The commenter al so requested that the EPA consider the conplexity
of the control equi pnent when designing a nonitoring period. The
comment er suggested that the frequency of nonitoring be based on
the probability of a device failing to function. The comenter
suggested that sinple condenser systens cannot vary widely in
performance over short periods and have a m ni mum probability of
failure, nmeaning that recording information at frequent intervals
is inefficient and wasteful.

Response: The intent of the nonitoring protocol is to
ensure conpliance with the standards. Based on the comments
recei ved on the proposed rules, the EPA reeval uated the
nmonitoring requirenents contained in subparts HH and HHH.  As
stated in section 2.10.2 of this docunent, the final rule
specifies that control devices nmust determ ne conpliance using
the daily average of the nonitored paraneters. Omers and
operators that install condensers have the option of using a
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365-day average under final subpart HH and a 30-day average under
final subpart HHH.  To reduce the nunber of data points required
to be used in these average cal cul ations, the EPA has nodified
the nonitoring requirenments for control devices. The final rule
requi res continuous nonitoring systens to neasure data val ues at
| east once every hour and record either each neasured data val ue,
or each bl ock average for each 1-hour period or shorter periods
calculated fromall measured data val ues during each period.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that conponents exenpt
frominstrunmental |eak detection nonitoring in 863.1283(c)(3)
(such as conponents under a vacuun) should al so be exenpt from
the initial nmonitoring. The comenter stated that this comment
may al so apply to subpart HH  Commenter |V-D 22 suggested that
the type of "no detectable em ssions” nonitoring required in
8863. 771(c)(2) and 63.773(c)(1)(ii) cannot be justified by a MACT
fl oor anal ysis.

Response: The EPA believes that initial nmonitoring is
necessary to show that the cl osed-vent systemis has been
designed to operate with no detectable em ssions. However, the
EPA bel i eves that once cl osed-vent system conponents that are
permanent|ly or sem -permanently sealed (e.g., welded joints) have
been shown to operate with no detectable em ssions, future
monitoring is not necessary, unless conponents are repaired,
repl aced or unseal ed. Therefore, the final rule requires annual
vi sual inspections for these conponents to detect defects that
could result in air emssions. However, the final rule requires
cl osed-vent system conponents that are not permanently or
sem -permanently sealed to be nonitored annually to denonstrate
that they are operated with no detectable em ssions, in addition
to the initial inspection and the annual visual inspections.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 supported the EPA s statenent
that "[t]he CV5 that uses gas chronmat ography to neasure
i ndi vi dual organi ¢ HAP conpound chem cals is not practical for
applications where nultiple organic HAP chem cals are to be
nmonitored . . . " According to the commenter, nonitoring of
control devices should be flexible to allow for inpracticalities
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in using CVM5. Furthernore, the comrenter supported the
nmonitoring of control device operating paraneters' performance
for conpliance denonstrations.

Response: The EPA appreciates the commenter's support. As
stated in the preanble to the proposed rules (63 FR 6307), the
EPA rejected the use of continuous enm ssion nonitoring systens
(CEMS) for two reasons: (1) CEMS that use gas chromatography to
measur e individual gaseous organic HAP are not practical for use
when multiple HAP are nonitored, and (2) CEMS that neasure total
VOC or total hydrocarbons do not provide a quantified |evel of
the organic species present. Therefore, the EPA selected
paranmeters that would indicate air em ssion control perfornmance
for the nonitoring approach. The EPA believes that the sel ected
paraneters are good indicators of control device perfornmance and
continuous paranmeter nonitoring instrunentation is available at a
reasonabl e cost.

Comment: Several commenters were concerned with the inpact
of the nmonitoring requirenents on renote and/or unmanned
facilities. The commenters suggested that |ack of electricity,
instrunment air, and personnel availability would cause probl ens
conplying with the nonitoring requirenents. Conmenter |V-D 08
stated that obtaining electricity for instrunentati on necessary
to i nplenent continuous nonitors is expensive and burdensone for
remote facilities. Commenter |V-D-11 stated that their
facilities are located in the wetlands or in state waters and
pose uni que problens. The commenter expl ained that many of these
| ocations are unmanned or are manned for a few hours per day and
access to nost of these facilities is by boat and sonetines by
helicopter. The commenter also noted that the weather environnment
i s not conducive to nmaintaining sophisticated electronic
equi prent that affects the cost of any control strategy inposed.
According to the conmenter, tenperatures range fromfreezing in
the winter to the high 90's in the sumer, with high humdity and
facilities near the coast experience corrosion problenms fromthe
sal t wat er
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Response: Al though the EPA has not renoved the nonitoring
requi renents for unmanned or renote facilities, the EPA did
eval uate the possibility of reducing the requirenents for
unmanned facilities.

Several of the facilities visited during the proposal during
t he devel opnent of the proposal were renote and sonetines
unmanned facilities that operate through the use of automatic
control in nonitoring systens. In particular, one site did not
have electrical lines to the site (11-B-2). Power was provided
by sol ar panels and associ ated storage batteries.

The EPA believes that nonitoring devices are essential at
unmanned sites to ensure that control devices are operating to
ensure conpliance and are the m ni num necessary to ensure that
control devices are operating to ensure conpliance. Therefore,

t he EPA has not reduced the nonitoring device requirenents for
unmanned facilities.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-16 noted that nost avail abl e,
reliable, accurate nonitoring equipnent requires electrical
power. The comrenter recommended that 863.773(d) be anmended to
allow for tenperature indicators that do not record data. The
comment er suggested a conpliance determ nati on process: upon
i nspection of the facility by a regulatory official, the
tenperature indicator would be observed and the readi ng conpared
with the value chosen for the control device. |If this value is
unsati sfactory, the facility operator would be required to
performa conpliance test per 863.772(e). Conpliance with the
appl i cabl e standard woul d be based on the result of the
conpl i ance test.

Response: The purpose of a tenperature indicator is to
ensure conpliance with the standard. As stated in a previous
response, the EPA considered requiring continuous nonitoring
systens that neasure em ssions. However, the EPA determ ned that
paranetric nonitoring systens would be | ess burdensone but woul d
be good indicators of control device performance. Furthernore,
nmoni toring device records provide inspectors a neans for
determ ni ng whether or not a control device was operating in
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conpliance. The EPA believes that tenperature indicators that do
not record data woul d not give any indication of conpliance over
the appropriate averagi ng period. Therefore, the EPA has not

nodi fied the nonitoring device requirenents in response to this
coment .

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-20, |1V-D-22, and |IV-D 34 requested
t hat the EPA anmend 863.771(b) and (c) to require periodic visual
i nspection rather than "no detectable em ssions"” for covers and
cl osed vent systenms. Commenters |IV-D-20 and |V-D 22 suggested
that repairs would be nade if there was visual evidence of a
defect that could result in em ssions. The conmmenters expl ai ned
that many E&P field operations have |imted manpower and are
renote which prevents themfrom being attended daily. The
commenters stated that a "no detectable em ssions" requirenent
was i nappropriate for exploration and production storage vessels
and requested that the requirenent be dropped. According to the
commenters, the requirenents would i npose significant burdens on
the industry. Comenter |V-D 22 suggested that the type of "no
detectabl e em ssions” nonitoring required in 8863.771(b) and
63. 773(b)(3)(ii) cannot be justified by a MACT fl oor anal ysis.

In addition, commenters IV-D-20, IV-D-22 and |IV-D-34 stated
that renoving material froma |eaking tank until the leak is
repaired [as required in 863.771(b)(2)] would result in higher
em ssions during the transfer operations than would be emtted if
the material was left in place. The commenters were concerned
that renoving the material fromthe tank would require several
wells to be shut in and would risk reservoir damage. Commenters
|V-D-20 and 1V-D-22 indicated that this requirenent is
inconsistent with 863.773(b)(3)(vii), which allows the materi al
toremain in the tank if the | eak cannot be repaired within 15
cal endar days after the leak is detected. The commenters urged
the EPA to del ete these provisions.

Response: The EPA has eval uated the requirenents for
storage vessels in subpart HH and determ ned that the proposed
requi renents were not appropriate for the oil and natural gas
i ndustry. Therefore, the EPA has nodified 863. 771(b) as foll ows:
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(b) Cover requirenents.

(1) The cover and all openings on the cover (e.g.,
access hatches, sanpling ports, and gauge wells) shal
be designed to forma continuous barrier over the
entire surface area of the liquid in the tankeperate

(32) Each cover opening shall be secured in a
cl osed, :

Additionally, the inspection and nonitoring requirenents
contained in proposed 863. 773(b) have been conmbined with the

i nspection and nonitoring requirenents for closed vent systens in
863. 773(c). Therefore, 863.773(c) of final subpart HH and
863.1282(c) of final subpart HHH (Cover and cl osed-vent systens

i nspection and nonitoring requirenments) specifies that covers
must be visually inspected following the installation of the
cover, and annually for defects that could result in air

em ssi ons.

In response to the commenters concern about the renoval of
material froma | eaking storage vessel, the EPA has revised the
requirenents for the repair of |eaks. The EPA believes that a
15-day period is sufficient to repair a | eak. However, the EPA
has provided an option for a delay of repair if a repair is
technically infeasible without a shutdown, or if em ssions from
the imedi ate repair would be greater than the fugitive em ssions
resulting fromthe delay of repair. Therefore, 8863.773(c) and
63.1283(c) of the final rules specify that |eaks fromcovers or
cl osed-vent systens that are detected during the periodic
i nspections nust be repaired no later than 15 days after the |eak
is detected, unless a delay of repair is requested. In this
case, the repair nust be conpleted by the end of the next
shut down.
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Comment: Commenter |V-G 02 asked why 8863. 771(d) (3) (i) (0O
and 63.1281(d)(3)(i)(C) exenpt a vent streamintroduced with the
primary fuel from performance test requirenents. The conmenter
guesti oned whet her the EPA has data showing that, in oil and gas
production and natural gas transm ssion and storage facilities,
any boiler or process heater achieves a specific HAP reduction
efficiency, or that vent streans introduced with the primary fuel
are nore likely to achieve reduction and do not need a
performance test. The comrenter nmaintained that if the EPA does
not have HAP reduction data for boilers and process heaters in
this source category, the control should be a work practice for
whi ch a performance test is unnecessary. The commenter cited
863. 644 of subpart CC (the petroleumrefinery MACT) of 40 CFR
part 63 as a precedence for making the control for such vent
streanms a work practice for which the nonitoring requirenent is a
certification that the streamis introduced into the flame zone
of the boiler or process heater.

Commenter |1V-D-22 stated that 8863.771(d)(3)(i)(B) and
63.773(d)(2)(ii) exenpt boilers or process heaters from
performance testing and nonitoring if they have an input capacity
equal to or greater than 44 negawatts (MN. The commenter was
not aware of any fuel gas conmbustion devices in this source
category as large as 44 MNV[ (150 mllion British thermal units
per hour, (MvBtu/hr)]. The commenter stated that they appreciate
the EPA's attenpt to reduce the conpliance requirenents for
certain situations, but this heat input threshold designation is
virtually neaningless for this source category.

Commenter |1V-D-35 referred to 863.771(d) (1) (i)(C, which
requires the vent streamto be introduced into the flanme zone of
a boiler or process heater, and 863.771(d)(3)(i)(C, which
exenpts boilers or process heaters from performance testing if
the vent streamis introduced with the primary fuel. The
comment er suggested that the wording in 863.771(d)(1)(i)(C be
nodified to require the vent streamto be mxed with the primry
fuel prior to introduction to the burner nozzles or injectors.
[Note: The reference in this sentence was 863.771(d)(3)(i) (0O
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but the context indicates that it should be 863.771(d)(21)(i)(0O
The comenter stated that boilers and process heaters that

i ntroduce the vent streamthrough their own nozzles or injectors
shoul d be subject to performance testing because the degree of
conmbustion being provided by the vent stream woul d be unknown

wi t hout performance testing.

Response: The EPA believes that the exenption for boilers
Wi th an input capacity greater than 44 MNVis inportant even if
only one boiler in the entire source category neets the
exenption. The EPA has not renoved this exenption.

The EPA's information shows that boilers or process heaters
| arger than 44 MW (150 MMBtu/ hr) typically operate at
tenperatures and residence tines necessary to achi eve 95-percent
reduction or greater (usually greater than 98 percent), while
boil ers and process heaters smaller than 44 MW are frequently not
operated to achieve the 95-percent requirenent. In addition,
anal yses al so show that when the vent streans are introduced into
the flame zone, over 95-percent reduction is achieved. This is
because the required residence tinme is decreased because of the
relatively high tenperature and turbul ence of the flame zone.?
Additionally, the final rules do not require an initial
performance test or nonitoring for boilers or process heaters
W th mnimum heat inputs of 44 MN or boilers and process heaters
smal ler than 44 MNWif the vent streamis introduced with the
primary fuel.

Comment: Commenter |V-G 09 disagreed wth the requirenent
in proposed 863.1282(d) that vent streans from dehydration
condensers mnmust be neasured for HAP even if the vent streans are
i ntroduced with conbustion air as secondary fuel. The comenter
suggested that the operator is being penalized for the
environnmental | y appropriate step of using these streans as

% Hazardous Air Pollutant Emi ssions from Process Units in
the Synthetic Organic Chem cal Mnufacturing Industry -
Background I nformation for Proposed Standards. Volunme 1B:
Control Technol ogi es. Novenber 1992. EPA-453/D 92-016b. pg.
2-18.
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secondary fuel and sanpling data is nmeaningless. The comenter
requested that this requirenent be renmoved. [Note: this comrent
al so applies to proposed 8§863.772(e).]

Response: The EPA does not agree with the conmenter. As
stated in the previous response, the EPA's information indicates
that for conbustion units where the vent streamis introduced
into the flame zone with the primary fuel achieve at |east a
95- percent em ssion reduction. Although it is possible for an
i ndi vi dual encl osed conbustion device to achi eve a 95-percent
em ssion reduction when the vent streamis introduced with the
conbustion air as secondary fuel, the EPA does not have the test
data to support this and therefore, it is not appropriate to
ensure conpliance. A design analysis is allowed as an
alternative to denonstrate conpliance if the owner or operator
determ nes that a performance test is too burdensone. Therefore,
t he EPA has not nodified subparts HH and HHH in response to this
conment .

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-22 stated that since proposed
863. 771(d) (3) (i) (A) exenpts flares from performance testing,
conmbustion devices such as heater treaters and glycol reboiler
burners shoul d al so be exenpt from performance testing.

Response: The final rules provide an option for owners and
operators to denonstrate conpliance with the 95-percent HAP
em ssion reduction using a flare designed and operated accordi ng
to 863.11(b). Therefore, the final rule clarifies that only
flares designed and operated in accordance with 863. 11(b) are
exenpt fromthe performance test requirenments. As stated in the
previ ous response, boilers or process heaters smaller than 44 MV
(e.g., heater treaters or glycol reboiler burners) are frequently
not operated to achieve a 95-percent em ssion reduction.
Therefore, the EPA has not exenpted heater treaters and gl ycol
reboilers fromthe performance testing requirenents.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-22 noted that 863.773(d)(2) exenpts
control devices fromnonitoring in which vent streans are
introduced with the primary fuel. The comenter suggested that
863. 773(d)(2) (i) should be clarified to provide that "introduced
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with the primary fuel” neans "at the same |location in the process
heater," such as the burner block, and does not require the vent
streamto be conpressed and introduced into the primary fuel gas
line. No combustion or destruction efficiency advantage exists
frommxing the vent gas into the primary fuel line versus the
burner bl ock because the vent gas undergoes the sanme residence
time and tenperature history in either case. However

significant additional cost is incurred to conpress the vent gas
to introduce it in the primary fuel line instead of at the burner
bl ock.

Response: The performance test and nonitoring requirenent
exenptions for boilers and process heaters for which the vent
streamis introduced with the primary fuel or as the primry
fuel, are consistent with the EPA's approach for several other
rules (e.g., the HON). The commenter did not provide technical
information to denonstrate that their recommendati on woul d
provi de an equi val ent | evel of control warranting an exenption.
Therefore, the EPA has not nodified subparts HH and HHH in
response to this coment.

Comment: Comrenter |V-G 02 noted that in the proposed
863. 769 standards for equi pnent |eaks, there is no exenption in
par agraphs (c)(1) through (3) fromnmonitoring for pressure relief
devi ces routed through a closed vent systemto a control device
(such as a flare). According to the commenter, pressure relief
devices controlled in this way cannot be nonitored as the section
requires. The commenter pointed to the equi pnment | eaks NSPS
(40 CFR part 60, subpart W), to which all NSPS for equi pnment
| eaks (including subpart KKK) reference, which recognizes this
and provides an exenption [the commenter cited 860.482-4(c) and
861.242-4(c)]. Since this proposal recognizes that equi pnment
conplying with subpart KKK of part 60 nust neet nore stringent
standards and are exenpt from neeting 863. 769 requirenents, the
commenter requested a simlar exenption be included for units not
required to conply with the subpart KKK standards.

Response: The commenter's statenent that 863.769 does not
contain nonitoring exenptions for pressure relief devices routed
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t hrough a cl osed-vent systemto a control device is incorrect.
According to 863.769(c), an owner or operator of ancillary
equi pnent and conpressors subject to the equi pnent | eak standards
of subpart HH nust conply with the requirenents of 40 CFR 61. 241
t hrough 247. Thus, the exenption contained in 861.242-4, for
pressure relief devices routed through a cl osed-vent systemto a
control device, applies. Therefore, the EPA did not nodify
subpart HH in response to this coment.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-14 asked whet her the EPA woul d
pl ace additional enphasis on conpliance nonitoring for "synthetic
m nor sources"™ or mnor sources near the major source threshold,
as has been seen during the inplenentation of the title V
program

Response: The EPA is uncertain what the comrenter neans by
"addi tional enphasis on conpliance nonitoring for synthetic
mnors," but notes that the final rules do not alter the part 70
requi renents for nonitoring of any applicable requirenent at
title V sources.
2.11.2 Recor dkeepi ng and Reporting Requirenents

Comment: Two commenters were concerned with the rel evance
of the records required by the standard. Commenter |V-D-05 noted
that glycol units that are exenpt fromthe control standards are
only required to keep records of gas flowrates. Based on their
experience with the results of GLYCalc 3.0, the commenter stated
that glycol circulation rates and gas conposition are nore
critical paraneters affecting em ssions than gas flow rates.

Commenter |V-D- 06 suggested that keeping records of glyco
dehydration unit design capacity (in terns of natural gas flow
rate to the unit per day) is not relevant. According to the
commenter, keeping records of the design capacity will not show
what the benzene em ssions are, and will not really tell anything
about whether the unit qualifies for the one tpy exenption. The
commenter further stated that if the exenption was claimed based
on actual gas throughput being I ess than 3 Mvscf/d, they could
understand a requirenent to keep records of how actual gas input
was determ ned. However, the commenter stated that keeping
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records of design capacity would not docunent whether they
qualify for exenption since the exenption is based on actual gas
i nput rather than theoretical gas input.

Response: Muintaining records of glycol dehydration unit
natural gas flowrate is required to docunent that a source neets
the criteria for the throughput exenption under 8863.764(e), and
proposed 63. 1274(b) [now codified under 863.1274(d)]. As
proposed, subparts HH and HHH did not require the owner or
operator to keep records for the benzene emi ssion criteria for an
exenpti on under 8863.764(e), and 63.1274(b). These criteria are
necessary to docunent that the source qualifies for an exenption
fromcontrol requirenents based on benzene em ssions, therefore,
863. 774 of final subpart HH and 863.1284(d) of final subpart HHH
contain recordkeeping requirenments for the benzene em ssion
criteria to docunent that the affected source qualifies for the
exenption. The final rule requires records of benzene em ssions
determ ned either by em ssions nodel or direct neasurenent for
t hese sources.

Comment: Several comenters were interested in reducing the
recor dkeepi ng and reporting burden on affected sources.

Commenter |V-D 32 recommended stream i ning the recordkeeping
requi renents, but did not provide any specific reconmendati ons.
Commenter |1V-D-06 requested that the EPA allow a "reduced

recor dkeepi ng" option, for nonitoring data. The commenter stated
that the EPA shoul d not inpose a blanket requirenent to retain
every nonitored paranmeter data point, and that such a requirenent
woul d i npose a | arge paperwork burden with no environnent al
benefit. The comenter stated that a conpronm se, such as the
"reduced recordkeepi ng" option, which would allow for the storage
of less data if the nmonitoring system has speci al enhancenents
woul d be acceptable. The comenter recomended that the EPA use
the HON subpart G 863.152(g) as a nodel. The commenter stated
that this comment al so applies to subpart HH

Commenter |V-D-06 also stated that they support
863.1285(b)(9) and (c) which say that no paperwork requirenents
apply to certain exenpt sources. The commenter supported the
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EPA' s maki ng steps toward reduci ng unnecessary paperwor k burdens.
The commenter stated that the sane approach shoul d be inpl enented
in all MACT standards.

Response: The reduced recordkeepi ng option reconmended by
commenter |V-D-06 allows an owner or operator to retain only
daily averages of nonitored paraneter data if certain nonitoring
device design criteria are net. |In addition, these requirenents
all ow an owner or operator to not retain the daily average for
any operating day when the daily average is bel ow the maxi num
paraneter limt, or above the mnimum paraneter limt (as
appropriate), provided 6 nonths have passed w t hout an excursion.
The EPA does not believe that the reduced recordkeeping option is
appropriate for the oil and natural gas production and natural
gas transm ssion and storage source categories. First, past
performance does not prevent future exceedances. Secondly, the
365-day averaging period option for condensers installed to
conply with subpart HH and the 30-day averagi ng period option for
condensers installed to conply with subpart HHH require owners or
operators to retain the daily average data to calcul ate the
appropriate average. Therefore the EPA has not incorporated the
reduced recordkeeping option into subparts HH and HHH

However, the EPA did re-evaluate the recordkeeping
requi renents and has reduced the nunber of data points required
to be neasured and recorded for nonitoring data. The final rules
requi re continuous nonitoring systens to neasure and record data
at | east every hour, rather than every 15 mnutes. The EPA
believes that this wll significantly reduce the anount of data
generated by nonitoring devices.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that they do not support
a requirenment to keep records proving entitlenent to an
exenption, which takes away sone of the value of the exenption
The commenter stated that since benzene enmi ssions or gas input
can change with tine, the records of a historic determ nation may
not say anything about current conditions. The comenter
mai ntai ned that they claiman exenption at their own peril. The
commenter contended that if, at any tine, the benzene em ssions
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or the annual average gas input exceeds the threshold, the
exenption would no | onger apply. The commenter stated that this
comment may al so apply to subpart HH

Response: The EPA does not agree with the conmenter. Since
t he t hroughput and benzene em ssion val ues are annual averages,
sone historical data is necessary. Furthernore, the EPA believes
that the exenption has significant value to justify keeping
records. Therefore, the EPA has not nodified subparts HH and HHH
in response to this conment.

Comment: Two conmenters were particularly concerned with
the onsite recordkeeping requirenents. Comenters |V-D-06 and
| V-D-16 requested that the EPA provide for offsite storage of
records and revise Table 2 to say that 863.10(b)(1) does not
apply. The commenters stated that the requirenent in
863. 10(b) (1) to store records on-site is not appropriate, as
facilities in renote | ocations would not have file storage space.
Commenter |V-D-06 proposed that the records be collected
periodically and taken to a central |ocation (such as the sane
| ocati on where conpliance personnel, who review the records and
prepare the reports, are located). The commenter reconmended
that the EPA add a paragraph to the "recordkeepi ng" section of
subpart HHH expressly allowing offsite storage if the records are
readily accessible. The commenter stated that if subpart HH al so
i ncorporates 863.10(b) (1), this comrent also applies to subpart
HH.  Comrenter |1V-D- 16 suggested that by replacing the records
retention requirements with inspection by a regulatory official
foll owed by conpliance testing (if necessary), the problem of
retaining records at gas production facilities would be avoi ded.

Response: The EPA does not believe that replacing the
record retention requirenents with inspections followed by
conpliance testing (if necessary) would allow inspectors readily
to determ ne conpliance with these standards, at any source.
However, the EPA agrees that owners and operators shoul d be
allowed to retain sone data off-site. Therefore, in response to
t hese comments, the EPA has nodified the record retention
requi renents in 8863.774(b) and 63.1284(b) as foll ows:
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. Omer or operator nust retain the nost recent 12 nont hs of
records onsite or the records nmust be accessible froma
central l|ocation by conputer or other neans that provides
access within two hours after a request;

. Owner or operator may retain the remaining four years of
records offsite; and
. Owner or operator may maintain records in hard copy or

conput er-readable formincluding, but not imted to, on
paper, mcrofilm conputer, floppy disk, magnetic tape, or
m crofi che.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08, |1V-D-22, and | V-G 03 requested
that the EPA nerge several reports into one package to be
delivered to the regul atory agency. According to the conmenters,
the nerged reporting approach prevents nultiple, staggered
reports from being generated and transmtted w thout providing a
conprehensi ve picture on conpliance status. The commenters
recommended that the EPA:

. allow for reports to be nerged through a title V nechani sm
for title V facilities;

. mer ge redundant reports;

. create a unified list of reports; and

. limt frequency to no nore than sem annually.

Commenters |1 V-D-22 and | V-D 34 recommended that the EPA
amend 8863. 774 and 63.775 to allow operators to nmaintain annual
docunentation of State or federally enforceable limts, and to
require reports only as necessary based upon the specific device
or operating limt relied upon for em ssion control. The
commenters urged the EPA to use the sanme recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenments as 40 CFR 63 subpart CC (refinery rule) as
fol |l ows:

. al  ow sem annual or annual reports rather than reporting
events as they occur;
. allow the permtting authority and operator to determne
whi ch information will be reported or sinply docunented; and
. elimnate duplication for facilities subject to nmultiple

requirenments.
The commenters suggested that this would ensure conpliance while
reduci ng the burden on the operators and permtting agency.
Response: The EPA recogni zes that unnecessary nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents would burden both the
source and the enforcenent agencies. As stated in an earlier
response at the beginning of section 2.11 of this docunent, the
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final rules contain only nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requi renents that are necessary to denonstrate conpliance.

State and | ocal agencies have the option of enforcing
different, but equivalent, nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirenents if they submt information on their
programto the EPA for approval under the procedures for
del egati on of NESHAP authority under section 112(1) of the CAA

Furthernore, in cases where reporting requirenents of State
or local rules duplicate those of subparts HH or HHH, a source
can work with their State or local title V permt authority to
avoi d duplicate submttals.

In response to the commenters' request to limt the
reporting frequency, table 2 of the final rule has been changed
to indicate that the requirenent specified in 863.10(e)(3)(i) (0O
for quarterly reporting in cases where nonitoring paraneters are
out of range or nonitors are not operating nore than a specified
percent of the time, does not apply. Instead, sem annual
reporting is required for all facilities. As proposed,
facilities were required to report sem annually, but if the
source experienced excess em ssions, quarterly reports would be
required.

Thi s change was nmade because the EPA agrees that the
quarterly reporting system proposed added conplexity to the rule,
it my not be helpful for enforcenent, and that penalties for
nonconpl i ance are a sufficient disincentive for poor performance.
Further, sem annual reporting is consistent with title V
operating permt reporting requirenents. Requiring separate
quarterly reports for sone facilities adds conplexity and
i ncreases the reporting burden for both the facility and the
enf orcenment agency. Sem annual reports will provide the
regul atory agency information on excess em ssions w thin about
six months of the occurrence. This is well wthin the 1-year
period in which the agency can take adm ni strative enforcenent
actions as specified under section 113(d) of the CAA

Comment: Commenters |IV-D-07 and |1 V-G 03 requested an
adjustnment for the reporting requirenents for unmanned
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facilities, as the reporting requirenments seenmed unnecessarily
burdensone. Commenter |V-D-07 requested nonthly recordkeeping
and annual reporting.

Response: As stated in the previous response, sources can
di scuss with the inplenmenting agency the possibility of
submtting different reports, providing these reports are
equi val ent .

Annual reporting was not selected as requested by the
comenters, because it would significantly reduce the EPA' s
ability to take adm ni strative enforcenent actions. Section
113(d) of the CAAlimts the assessnent of adm nistrative
penalties to violations that occur no nore than 12 nonths prior
to the initiation of the admnistrative proceeding. Periodic
reports are a primary nmeans of identifying possible violations,
and annual submittal would not give the enforcenent agency tine
to review the report and take action on a violation that occurred
early in the reporting period within one year after the event.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08, 1V-D-22, and |IV-D 26 stated
that requiring initial notifications within one year is not
realistic. The commenters referred to the Gasoline Distribution
Term nal s and Pi peline Breakout Stations standard (subpart R)
whi ch conprises many different sized facilities. According to
the commenters, the initial assessnents have taken nore than one
year and the EPA has had to anmend subpart R to allow the
facilities nore time. Therefore the commenters, along with
commenter |V-D- 32, recommended the follow ng:

. extend the initial notification period to at |east two
years;

. create a tiered notification requirenents; and

. allow a single notification to cover nmultiple facilities in

t he sanme region.

Response: The information required in the initial
notification includes basic facility information, such as nane
and address, physical |ocation, identification of the standard
that is the basis of the notification, a facility description,
and a statenent of whether the source is a nmjor or area source.
The EPA believes that all of this information, except the mgjor
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or area source determnation, should be readily avail abl e.
Facilities that are potentially subject to subparts HH and HHH
have been aware that they m ght have to performa mjor source
determ nation since the date of the proposed rule (February 6,
1998). Furthernore, by the tinme the initial notification is due
(assum ng an effective date of May 15, 1999), these facilities

w || have had nore than 27 nonths fromthe proposal date to
determ ne their major source status. The EPA believes that there
is anple tinme to make this determ nation.

However, the EPA has nodified 8863.775 and 63. 1285 for
af fected sources that are major on or before the date the initial
notification is due (one year after the effective date of the
regul ation), that plan to becone area sources by the conpliance
date. The final rule states that these affected sources that are
maj or sources but plan to becone area sources nust include in the
initial notification, a brief, nonbinding description of a
schedul e for the actions that are planned to achi eve area source
st at us.

Not hing in subparts HH and HHH prevents single notifications
for multiple facilities, provided the required information for
all facilities is contained in the notifications.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08 and |1 V-D-22 were concerned that
the wording in 863.9(h) m ght be m sunderstood, as far as when
the notification of conpliance status is required, or how soon it
has to occur after pronulgation. The comenters recommended the

f ol | owi ng:

. establish a certain tinme for Notification of Conpliance
Status -- 180 days after pronulgation, as provided for in
863.9(h)(2)(ii); and

. reference specific sections in subpart A for the required

contents of this notification (i.e., 863.9(h)(2)(i)).

Response: The EPA agrees that it would be nore clear if the
due dates for the notification of conpliance status were stated
explicitly inthe rule. In addition, the EPA has included
several sections fromthe Ceneral Provisions (40 CFR part 63,
subpart A) directly in subparts HH and HHH.  Sections 63. 775(d)
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of final subpart HH and 863.1285(d) of final subpart HHH contain
the Notification of Conpliance Status Report requirenents.
Comment: Commenter |V-D-01 requested that the reporting of
t he nunber of conponents nonitored be a requirenment of sem annual
reports. The commenter noted that the reporting requirenents in
861. 247(b), for each piece of ancillary equi pnent subject to
863. 769, do not require the nunber of conponents nonitored per
reporting period to be included in each sem annual report. The
commenter stated that the nunber of conponents is required in 40
CFR 63 Subpart H. The commenter cited the benefits for including
t he nunber of conponents:

1. Facilitates nore rapid review of the report;
2. Provi des verification of percent |eakers; and
3. Ensures that the facility continues to nonitor al

conmponents.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comrenter that the nunber
of nonitored conponents is inportant to verify the cal cul ation of
the percent |eakers and to ensure that a facility continues to
nmonitor all conponents. Therefore, 863.775(d)(3) of the final
rule contains requirenents for owners and operators subject to
863. 769 to submt the information required under 861.247(a) (of
40 CFR, part 61, subpart V), except for the foll ow ng:

. The initial report required in 861.247(a) nust be submtted
as a part of the Notification of Conpliance Status Report
requi red under subpart HH

. The nunber of each equi pnment (e.g., valves, punps, etc.)
must be included in the Notification of Conpliance Status
Report.

. Changes in the information submtted in the Notification of

Compl i ance Status Report nust be submtted in subsequent
Peri odi ¢ Reports.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-01 requested that the EPA delete
the reporting requirenent exenption [863.775(b)(9)] for sources
that are not subject to the control requirenents for glyco
dehydration unit process vents. The commenter stated that these
sources may still be subject to the storage vessel and equi pnent
| eak provisions and they nust al so conduct performance tests and
devel op startup, shutdown and mal function plans. The conmenter
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further stated that since these facilities are not exenpt from
recor dkeepi ng requirenents, reporting would "hardly constitute an
excessive burden.”

Response: The intent of the reporting requirenents
contained in proposed 863.775(b)(9) of subpart HH and
863. 1285(b) (9) of subpart HHH was not to exenpt entire
facilities, but to exenpt glycol dehydration units that are not
subject to the control requirenents, as specified in proposed
8863. 764(e) and 63.1274(b) [now codified at 863.764(e) (1) of
subpart HH and 863.1274(d) of subpart HHH, fromthe reporting
requirenents. To clarify this intent, the final rules specify
that only the units exenpt fromthe control requirenents are
exenpt fromthe reporting requirenments in subpart HH and HHH
[codified at 863.775(b)(7) of subpart HH and 863.1285(b) (7) of
subpart HHH]. Thus, the reporting requirenment exenptions do not
apply to other units within the facility that are subject to the
rul e, including glycol dehydration units, storage vessels, and
anci |l ary equi pnent.

Simlarly, 863.764(e)(3) of final subpart HH specifies that
anci |l l ary equi pnment and conpressors that contain or contact fluid
with a VHAP concentration | ess than 10 percent and that are in
VHAP service | ess than 300 hours per year are exenpted fromthe
control requirenments of 863.769. Therefore, 863.775(b)(8) of the
final rule contains an exenption fromthe reporting requirenents
for ancillary equi pnent and conpressors that are not subject to
863. 769.

Additionally, it should be noted that although storage
vessels with the potential for flash em ssions (as defined in
863. 761) are not subject to the recordkeeping and reporting
requi renents, an owner or operator would be required to maintain
records for these sources under 863.10(b)(3) of 40 CFR part 63,
subpart A, which contains recordkeeping requirenents for
applicability determ nations.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that 863.1285(b)(7) does
not specify a deadline for reports on equi pnent that was
initially exenpt, but becomes subject to control requirenents due
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to process changes. The commenter requested reasonabl e deadlines
for these reports. The comenter stated that this comment may
al so apply to subpart HH

Response: The EPA agrees that provisions are necessary for
area sources that becone nmmjor sources due to increases in HAP
em ssions or increases in PTE. Therefore, the final rules
specify the follow ng

. conpliance dates for area sources that becone nmj or sources
[ 863. 760(f) of subpart HH and 8§863.1270(d) of subpart HHH],
. initial notification requirenents for area sources that

become maj or sources which are correlated to the conpliance
dates [863. 775(b) (1) of subpart HH and 863.1285(b) (1) of
subpart HHH], and

. notifications of process changes due within 180 days after
t he process change or by the next Periodic Report, whichever
is sooner [863.775(f) of subpart HH and 863. 1285(f) of
subpart HHH| .

Comment: Commenter |V-D 16 reconmended that startup
shut down and mal function reports as required under 863.10(d)(5)
shoul d not be required under subpart HH  The comenter did
suggest that if they are required, the startup, shutdown, and
mal function reporting requirenents should only apply to gas
pl ants, and shoul d be part of the sem annual reports required by
title Vrather than a stand al one report.

Response: The startup, shutdown, and mal function report
enabl es the EPA to keep track of excess em ssions and harmto the
environment, and is only required if the owner or operator does
not follow their startup, shutdown, and mal function plan.
Therefore, the EPA believes that these reports nust be submtted
wi thin seven days of the malfunction. |If the owner or operator
is thorough in developing their facility's startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan, and ensures that the plan is foll owed during
startup, shutdown, and mal function events, these reports wll not
be necessary. However, it should be noted that the final rule
states that separate startup, shutdown, and mal function reports
are not necessary if the required information is included in the
Periodic Report for the facility [codified at 863. 775(b) (6) of
subpart HH and 863. 1285(b)(6) of subpart HHH].
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2.12 TEST METHODS

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that Methods 1 or 1A will
usual 'y not be appropriate as required in 863.1282(d)(1).
According to the commenter, Method 1 is only for |arge stacks and
Met hod 1A is for smaller stacks, and continual references
t hroughout Method 1A say the nmethod is for particulate. The
commenter stated that they would not generally be dealing with
particul ate under subpart HHH  The commenter recomended t hat
863.1282(d) (1) be revised to say that "if we use Method 1A, any
references to particulate do not apply.” The commenter stated
that this comment may al so apply to subpart HH

Response: The procedures outlined in Methods 1 and 1A are
to be used only to select a sanpling site. However, to clarify
the EPA's intent, the final rules state that Method 1 or 1A of 40
CFR part 60, appendi x A nmust be used to select the sanpling site,
and any references to particulate nentioned in Methods 1 and 1A
do not apply [codified at 863.772(e)(3)(i) of subpart HH and
863.1282(d)(3)(i) of subpart HHH] .

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that the EPA should
revise 863.1283(c)(3) to require Method 21 "with the differences
specified in 863.1282(b) of this subpart.” The comenter stated
that it was confusing that 863.1282(b) specified a nodified
Met hod 21 and 863.1283(c)(3) specified "straight" Method 21. The
commenter stated that according to 863.1282(b), sonething Iike
nodi fi ed Met hod 21 should be used. The commenter stated that
this cooment may al so apply to subpart HH

Response: The EPA agrees with this recomendati on and has
nodi fied the cl osed-vent systemrequirenents [now codified at
863.773(c)(2)(i) and (ii) of subpart HH and 8§63.1283(c)(2)(i) and
(i1) of subpart HHH to reference the no detectable em ssions
procedure under 863.772(b) of subpart HH and 863.1282(b) of
subpart HHH.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-09 was concerned with the em ssions
test procedures requirenent to use Method 18 to determ ne
concentrations and em ssions of HAP and TOC. The comrenter
stated that although Method 18 is appropriate for speciating
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organic HAP, it is not appropriate for speciating TOC. The
comment er expl ained that Method 18 uses gas chromat ography (GC)
to separate a variety of organic conpounds. According to the
commenter, individual peaks could vary widely in resolution,
depending on the conplexity of the sanple. The comenter further
expl ai ned that the error associated with determ ning TOC by GC
could be substantial as it would reflect the sumof several
errors associated with the separation and detection of i ndividual
organi ¢ conpounds. Furthernore, the comenter expressed doubt
t hat any one chromatographi c colum and set of operating
conditions will cleanly separate the conplex organic matrix
present in dehydration units.

The commenter recommended that the EPA either require use of
Met hod 25A for determning TOC or allow the use of Method 25A as
an alternative neans of determning TOC. According to the
commenter, the analytical error associated wi th di screpancies
bet ween the response factor of the calibration gases used in
Met hod 25A and the average response factor of the organic gas
matrix will not be as significant as the errors associated with
Met hod 18. The commenter further recommended that alternate
calibration schenes could be used to ensure safety, if the EPAis
concerned with FID response factors. Specifically, the conmenter
suggested that since the FID response factor in Method 25A is
retarded by the presence of oxygenated or chlorinated conpounds,
t he EPA coul d specify that the FID at the outlet of a conmbustion
control device be calibrated with a m xture of nethanol in air
According to the comenter, "since nethanol has a relatively high
oxygen-to-carbon ratio, it will have anong the nost markedly
danpened response factors of any organic conpound likely to be
present in the air stream™

The comenter stated that allowi ng the use of Method 25A
woul d reduce the cost associated with em ssions testing.
According to the commenter, Method 18 costs approximately two to
three tinmes nore than Met hod 25A because Method 18 requires the
use of nore sophisticated | aboratory techniques. Additionally,
t he commenter noted that since Method 18 does not result in nore
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accurate TOC emi ssions estimates, there is not an environnental
benefit associated with an increased cost.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter. The aromatic
conpounds contained in the vent stream nmake net hod 25A an
appropriate nmethod for neasuring TOC. The final rules allowthe
owner or operator the option of using either nmethod 18 or nethod
25A [codified at 8863.772(e)(3)(iii) and 63.772(e)(3)(iv) of
subpart HH and 8863.1282(d)(3)(iii) and 63.1282(d)(3)(iv) of
subpart HHH| .

Comment: Commenter |V-D-07 requested that the EPA specify
how em ssions fromthe conbustion source should be neasured.
According to the comenter, Method 25 does not differentiate
bet ween net hane, ethane, and VOC, and furthernore, testing grab
sanples with a GC/MS tends to be inaccurate. The commenter al so
asked whet her the 20 ppnv concentration limt is measured "as
propane" or "as nethane."

Response: Proposed 8863.772(e)(3) and (4) of subpart HH and
8863.1282(d)(3) and (4) of subpart HHH [now codified at
8863.772(e)(3)(iii) and (iv) of final subpart HH and
8863.1282(d)(3)(iii) and (iv) of final subpart HHH state that
em ssions from conbustion sources nust be neasured using Met hod
18, 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, or any other nmethod or data
val i dated according to the applicable procedures in Method 301,
40 CFR part 63, appendix A As nentioned in the previous
response, the EPA has also nodified the test nethod requirenents
to all ow the owner or operator the option of using Method 25A,

i nstead of Method 18.

When using Method 18, the 20-ppnmv concentration limt is
determ ned as the sum of the conpound concentration as neasured
by Method 18. Individual conpounds are presented as the conpound
(e.g., benzene concentration would be presented as 5 ppnv as
benzene). If using Method 25A, the neasurenent shoul d be
presented based on the calibration gas used.

Comment: Comrenter |V-G 01l remarked that the proposed
NESHAP states that bagging is the only nmethod for measuring
fugitive hydrocarbon em ssions. The commenter stated that the

o O
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H gh Vol une Col | ection System has been denonstrated to be as
effective as the baggi ng nethod, as shown in EPA-600/ R-95- 167.

Response: Al though the Hi gh Vol une Coll ection System coul d
be an alternative nethod for neasuring fugitive HAP em ssions,
the EPA determ ned that the MACT fl oor for equipnment | eaks from
anci |l ary equi prment and conpressors in the oil and natural gas
production source category was the |level of control required
under 40 CFR part 60, subpart KKK. Therefore, the equipnment |eak
st andards are based on work practices and operational practices
equi val ent to those required under subpart KKK, rather than
em ssi on standards.

Comment: Comrenter |IV-G 15 provided a letter froma
technical consultant to the commenter that describes how EPA
Met hods 0030/5040 Vol atile Organic Sanpling Train (VOST) can be
used with some nodification to characterize accurately em ssions
fromglycol dehydration units. The consultant described the
nodi fi ed nethod as the new "Bag VOST" technique, simlar to
California Air Resources Board Mt hod 422.

Commenter |1V-G 16 and commenter |V-G 15 provi ded proposed
sanpl i ng procedures for glycol dehydration units. According to
the comenters, the proposed procedures would be used to estimte
uncontrol |l ed em ssions and control efficiency for units
controlled wth condensers, and are based on EPA Methods 1, 2,
3B, 4, and 18 nodified. The commenters stated that gas sanpl es
are collected over a one hour period. The commenters referred to
t he nethod of analysis as GC/FID and GC/ TCD.

Commenter |1V-D-03 provided for the EPA's information, a copy
of the paper entitled Flash Vaporization Em ssions Test Mt hod
for Storage Tank VOC & HAP, which was presented at the Cctober
1997 EPA/ A&WWA Emi ssion Inventory Conference in RTP, NC. The
comenter stated that the paper describes the Equi Vap™ test
method and its ability to quantify accurately and speci ate
storage tank em ssions based on fundamental thernodynam c
principles using cost effective conventional |abware and software
anal ytical tools.
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Response: In order for the EPA to approve alternative test
nmet hods, the Agency nust receive an anal ysis according to the
procedures in 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, Method 301. Additional
gui dance for obtaining EPA approval for alternate test nethods
and procedures may be found on the Internet at:
http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/enct.

Comment: Commenter |V-G 02 noted that 863.772(a) appears to
be in conflict with 863.769(a). The commenter explained that
863. 772(a) sets out a conplicated procedure using Method 305 or
Met hod 25D to determ ne the HAP content of material for
applicability of equipnment |eak standards and 863.769(a) requires
the use of the nethod in 861.245(d) (incorporating ASTM Met hod
D-2267). The comrenter requested a clarification that either
met hod can be used to give owners and operators maxi mum
flexibility to choose nost econonmical nmethod available to them

Response: The EPA agrees that proposed 863. 769(a) and
863.772(a) are inconsistent. The test nmethod specified in
861. 245(d), ASTM Method D- 2267, is no |onger considered by the
EPA to be a valid test nmethod. Therefore, the EPA has nodified
863.769(a) in the final rule as foll ows:

. . . that contains or contacts a fluid (liquid or
gas) that has a total VYOHAPVHAP concentration equal to
or greater than 10 percent by wei ght (determ ned
according to the St
61 245(¢c)procedures specified in 863.772(a))

In addition, the EPA eval uated the procedures for determ ning
VHAP concentration for the applicability to the equi pnment |eak
st andards under proposed 863.772(a) and determ ned that the
procedures were not appropriate for the oil and natural gas
production source category. The EPA believes that Method 18 of
40 CFR part 60, appendix A and the procedure specified in 40 CFR
63.180(d) of this part are appropriate for determ ning the VHAP
concentration of fluid contained in or in contact wwth ancillary
equi pnent or conpressors. Therefore, 863.772(a) of the final
subpart HH reads as foll ows:

(a) Determnation of material VHAP or HAP
concentration to deternmne the applicability of the
equi pnent | eak standards under this subpart (863.769).
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Each piece of ancillary equi pment and conpressors are
presuned to be in VHAP service or in wet gas service
unl ess an owner or operator denonstrates that the piece
of equipnent is not in VHAP service or in wet gas

servi ce.

(1) For a piece of ancillary equi pnent and
conpressors to be considered not in VHAP service, it
nmust be determ ned that the percent VHAP content can be
reasonabl y expected never to exceed 10.0 percent by
wei ght. For the purposes of determ ning the percent
VHAP content of the process fluid that is contained in
or contacts a piece of ancillary equi pnent or
conpressor, Method 18 of 40 CFR part 60, appendi x A,
shal | be used.

(2) For a piece of ancillary equi pnent and
conpressors to be considered in wet gas service, it
must be determned that it contains or contacts the
field gas before the extraction of natural gas |iquids.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 requested that the EPA clarify
"background | evel " issues, for instrunmental |eak detection
nonitoring. The comenter referred to 863.1282(b)(5), which
requires that the procedures in Method 21 should be used to
determ ne background | evels. However, the comenter stated that
Met hod 21 does not have any procedures to determ ne background
| evel s. According to the commenter, Method 21 says how to
nmoni tor for concentrations of certain substances. Additionally,

t he commenter recommended that the EPA clarify whether or not
there is an option to either determ ne background |evel. The
commenter stated that the regulatory burden woul d be reduced and
the environnment woul d actually be benefitted by not determ ning a
background | evel. The comenter suggested that the EPA use the
current version of the HON subpart H, 863.180(c) and (c)(2). The
commenter stated that this comment al so applies to subpart HH

Response: The EPA does not agree with the conmenter's
statenent that Method 21 does not contain procedures to determ ne
background em ssion levels. |In fact, section 4.3.2 of EPA Mt hod
21 is a section for determining | ocal anbient concentrations (40
CFR part 60, appendix A, Mthod 21, 84.3.2), which is the
met hodol ogy for determ ni ng background em ssi on concentrations.

The EPA agrees that an option for determ ning background
em ssions is appropriate. Therefore, 863.772(c)(5) of final
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subpart HH and 863.1282(b)(5) of final subpart HHH provide the
owner or operator the option of not determ ning background

em ssions. However, it should be noted that if an owner or
operator chooses not to determ ne background em ssions, and
Met hod 21 shows em ssions greater than 500 ppmv, the equi pnent
wi Il not be in conpliance.
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2. 13 COVPLI ANCE
2.13.1 Conpl i ance Procedures

Comment:  Commrenter |1V-D-22 recomrended that subpart HH
include a provision allowng for delay of repair in the event the
repairs cannot be made on-line and a unit shutdown will be
required. The commenter recommended a provision simlar to the
provision in 40 CFR 863.171(a), referenced in the Refinery MACT
rule [40 CFR 863.648(c)], which allows for delay of repair if the
repairs require a shutdown.

Response: Proposed 863.769(c) states that the owner or
operator of ancillary equi pnment nust "neet the requirenents
specified in 40 CFR 61.241 through 61.247 . . . , " including
the provisions contained in 861.242-10, allowing for a delay of
repair if the repair cannot be nade on-line and a unit shutdown
woul d be required. Therefore, the equi pnent | eak standards of
subpart HH al ready contain the provisions requested by the
comment er .

Comment: Commenters |IV-D-18 and |1 V-D-25 stated that the
procedure specified in 863.772 corrects the neasured outl et
concentration of HAP to 3 percent oxygen. According to the
commenters, many thermal and catal ytic oxidizers properly operate
wi th oxygen |levels in the exhaust stream near 20 percent and the
correction to 3 percent oxygen woul d make the concentrati on-based
[imt unnecessarily restrictive. Therefore, comenter |V-D 25
recommended that 863.772(e)(4) be changed to reflect that the
concentration of TOC shall be corrected to the designed oxygen
content in the outlet streamand the equation in
863. 772(e)(4)(iii)(B) should be nodified accordingly.

Response: Section 63.771(d)(1)(i)(B) (control requirenents)
provi des an option requiring conbustion devices to reduce "the
concentration of either TOC or total HAP in the exhaust gases at
the outlet to the device to a level equal to or less than 20
parts per mllion by volune, on a dry basis, corrected to 3
percent oxygen . . . . " To make a direct conpari son between the
encl osed conbustion device total HAP concentration limt
specified in 863.771(d)(1)(i)(B), and the TOC or total HAP
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em ssions neasured using the procedures specified in 863.772(e),
a correction to 3 percent oxygen is necessary. Wthout this
correction, a direct conparison of neasured em ssions to the
concentration limt would not be possible. Therefore, the EPA
does not see any reason to nodify 863.772(e)(4) or the equation
contained in proposed 863.772(e)(4)(iii)(B) [now codified at
863.772(e)(3)(iv)(CO(2) of the final rule] in response to this
conment .

Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-35 requested that the alternative
condenser evaluation allowed in 863.1282(e) specify that the
liquid streans to be sanpled are before and after the condenser,
to avoi d any confusion regarding the testing before and after the
still or reboiler. [Note: this comrent also applies to
863.772(f)].

Response: The conmenter's request that proposed 863.1282(e)
specify that the liquid sanple streans are "before and after the
condenser" is incorrect. The GRI report entitled "Atnospheric
Ri ch/ Lean Method for Determ ning dycol Dehydrator Em ssions”
(GRI-95/0368.1) specifies the follow ng sanple point |ocations
for collecting rich and | ean glycol sanples:

1. Rich @ycol: select a sanple point between the glycol
punp and the reboiler.
2. Lean @ ycol: select a sanple point between the

reboiler and the contactor, if a charcoal filter is not
in line between the reboiler and the contactor, OR

bet ween the reboiler and the charcoal filter, if a
charcoal filter is between the reboiler and the
cont act or.

Therefore, the sanple locations are required to be before and
after the reboiler, not before and after the condenser.

The EPA's intent was for the ARL nethodol ogy specified in
the GRI report to be used in conjunction with GLYCalc to
determ ne condenser performance. To clarify this intent,
proposed 8863.772(f) and 63.1282(e) [now codified at
863. 772(e)(5) of final subpart HH and 863. 1282(d)(5) of final
subpart HHH] have been nodified to specify that the ARL nethod
can be used to provide inputs for use in conjunction with
G.YCal c.

2-184



Comment: Comrenter |V-G 07 supplied a detailed
"engi neeri ng assessnent” nethodol ogy for cal cul ati ng annual HAP
and VOC em ssions from condenser-controll ed dehydration units
(for possible use in em ssions reporting). This nethod would
use: (1) GYCalc to estimate uncontrolled em ssions, (2) a
process design nodel (e.g., Hysim Aspen, PD+, etc.) to estimte
em ssions as a function of condenser outlet tenperature, (3) a
curve of em ssions vs. anbient air tenperature, constructed based
on a condenser design that produces an outlet vapor/liquid stream
in equilibriumat |east ten degrees Fahrenheit above anbient
tenperature, and (4) National Cimatic Data Center tenperature
data for the station nearest the site to construct an annual dry
bul b tenperature histogram Annual em ssions would be cal cul at ed
by integrating the em ssions vs. air tenperature curve over the
t enper ature hi stogram

Commenters V-G 15 and | V-D-16 descri bed nodel s that exi st
for estimating em ssions fromglycol dehydration units.
According to the commenters, G.YCalc, witten by Radian
Corporation, and PROSIM witten by Bryan Research and
Engi neering, are approved by the TNRCC. A third nodel witten by
OPC DRI ZO, is used for design purposes by OPC, but is not
avai lable to the public. The consultant made the statenent that
the em ssions nodel s used generally underestimate the actual
em ssions generated, and that nothing beats a good stack test.

Response: The EPA reviewed the information supplied by the
commenters. The EPA evaluated GLYCalc fromCGRl as a tool for
estimating em ssions fromglycol dehydration units®* and the EPA
recommends the use of this nodel for the devel opnent of em ssion
inventories to neet Clean Air Act requirenents. The EPA
under stands that the program may overesti mate em ssions from
these units, but believes that the use of accurate input data
will reduce this potential.

*Mermor andum from Jones, L.G, U.S. EPA/ Emi ssions
Measur enent Branch, to J.D. Mobely, U S. EPA/ Em ssion Factor and
| nventory Goup. "dycol Dehydrator Em ssions Test Report and
Em ssions Estimation Methodol ogy.” April 13, 1995.
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Proposed 8863. 771(d) (3)(iv) and 63.1281(d)(3)(iv) [now
codified at 863.772(e)(4) of final subpart HH and 863.1272(d) (4)
of final subpart HHH] contain specific requirenents for design
anal yses which may be used to denonstrate conpliance with the
control device performance requirenents. The commenters
suggest ed approaches are acceptable, provided they conply with
the requirenents for condenser design anal yses as specified in
final 863.772(e)(4)(i)(D) or 863.1282(d)(4)(i)(D. It should be
noted that any di sagreenents between the owner or operator and
the Adm ni strator would be resol ved by conducting a performance
test as specified in final 8863.772(e)(4)(ii) or
63. 772(d)(4)(ii). The EPA has not added gui dance for estimating
em ssions, for reporting, to the final rules. However, the EPA
wi |l publish inplenmentation guidance follow ng pronul gati on of
subparts HH and HHH.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-07 interpreted 863.1282(d) (1) (i) (A
to mean that the sanpling site nust be | ocated upstream of the
control device. The commenter al so suggested that the EPA
include a definition for the termfinal product recovery device.

Response: The control device inlet sanpling site nmust be
| ocated at the inlet of the first control device. To clarify,

t he EPA has nodified proposed 8863.772(e)(1)(i)(A) and
63.1282(d)(1)(i)(A [now codified at 8863.772(e)(3)(i)(A and
63.1282(d)(3)(i)(A)] as follows:

(A . . . inlet sanpling sites shall be |ocated at
the inlet of the first control device and at the outl et
of the final control device.

A recovery device is one used for recovering chem cals for
fuel value, use, reuse, or for sale for fuel value, use, or
reuse, and is not considered a control device. This definition
of recovery device is inbedded within the definition of control
devi ce.
2.13.2 Conpl i ance Determ nation

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 recomended that the EPA provide
an exenption from performance testing for RCRA-regul at ed
hazardous waste incinerators. According to the comenter
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RCRA-r egul at ed hazardous waste incinerators have already had to
denonstrate conpliance with very stringent em ssion standards
under RCRA, and no further conpliance denonstration is needed for
MACT standards. The commenter requested that the EPA use the
wording in 863.116(b)(5) of subpart G of the HON, verbatim in
863.1281(d)(3)(i) as a new paragraph (d)(3)(i)(E). The comrenter
stated that this coment also applies to subpart HH

Response: The EPA is not aware of any oil and natural gas
exploration and production or natural gas transm ssion and
storage facilities that woul d have RCRA industrial furnaces.
However, the EPA has added the recommended | anguage based on
863. 116(b) (5) of subpart G of the HON to final subparts HH and
HHH [codified at 863.772(e)(1)(v) of final subpart HH and
863.1282(d)(3)(v) of final subpart HHH| .

Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-06 suggested that the EPA include
an exenption from performance testing under subpart HHH for
control devices that have already had a performance test under
ot her EPA regul ations. The commenter stated that the EPA should
use the |l anguage in 863.116(b)(3) of the HON, verbatim and used
in subpart HHH as a new paragraph (d)(3)(i)(F). The comenter
stated that this conmment also applies to subpart HH [Note: The
commenter did not provide section nunber in subpart HHH, it can
be assunmed that they were referring to 863.1281.]

Response: The EPA agrees that control devices that have had
a performance test under other EPA regul ations should be exenpt
fromthe performance test requirenments under subparts HH and HHH
Therefore, the EPA has added a new paragraph (vi) to
863.772(e) (1) of final subpart HH and 863.1282(d)(1) of final
subpart HHH as fol | ows:

(vi) A control device for which a performance test
was conducted for determ ning conpliance with a
regul ati on pronul gated by the EPA and the test was
conducted using the sanme nethods specified in this
section and either no process changes have been nade
since the test, or the owner or operator can
denonstrate that the results of the performance test,
with or without adjustnents, reliably denonstrate
conpl i ance despite process changes.
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Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 suggested that subpart HHH
speci fy what constitutes a conpliance denonstration for flares.
According to the commenter, subpart HHH never says whether a
conpliance denonstration is required for flares, or how to
conduct a conpliance denonstration. The comenter cited three
exanpl es where 863.1281(d)(3)(ii) points to 863.11(b) of subpart
A, and does not contain a specific requirenent for a conpliance
denonstration

. Section 63.11(b) requires the fuel for a flare to have a
certain mnimum net heating value and how the net heating
val ue woul d be determ ned. However, nothing in 863.11(b)
says the owner or operator nust actually performthe
calculations at a certain time, on a certain fuel, to
denonstrate conpliance.

. Section 63.11(b) requires that flares be designed for, and
operated with, no visible enm ssions and what test nethod
nmust be used to determ ne whether there are visible
em ssions. However, nothing in 863.11(b) says the owner or
operator must actually performthe visible em ssions test at
a certain tine, to denonstrate conpliance.

. Section 63.11(b) requires that steam assisted and
nonassi sted flares be designed for and operated with an exit
velocity less than a certain figure, with specified
exceptions. Air-assisted flares are given a different limt
for the exit velocity. The regulations also provide a
nmethod for determning the exit velocity in each case.
However, nothing in 863.11(b) says the owner or operator
must determne the exit velocity at a certain tinme, to
denonstrate conpliance.

The commenter contended that if subpart HHH references 863.11(hb)
for flares, nothing requires a conpliance denonstration for
flares. The comenter stated that they believe that enforcenent
actions have been taken by sonme EPA personnel, based on the
interpretation that 863.11(b) requires a conpliance denonstration
for flares. However, the comrenter does not think that 863. 11(b)
actually requires a conpliance denonstration. Therefore, the
commenter requested that subpart HHH specify what elenents are
included in the conpliance denonstration and what the deadline
is. The commenter provided the follow ng | anguage that could be
inserted to replace 863.1281(d)(3)(ii).
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(1i) Notw thstandi ng any other provision of this
subpart, if an owner or operator uses a flare to conply
with any of the requirenments of this subpart, the owner
or operator shall conply with (ii)(A) through (ii)(CO
of this paragraph. The owner or operator is not
required to conduct a performance test to determ ne the
percent em ssion reduction or outlet HAP or TOC
concentration. |If a conpliance denonstration has been
conducted previously for a flare, using the techni ques
specified in (ii)(A) through (ii)(C of this paragraph,
that conpliance denonstration nmay be used to satisfy
the requirements of this paragraph if either no
del i berate process changes have been made since the
conpli ance denonstration, or the owner or operator can
denonstrate that the results of the conpliance
denonstration reliably denonstrate conpliance.

(A) Conduct a visible em ssions test using the
techni ques specified in 863.11(b)(4) of subpart A

(B) Determ ne the net heating value of the gas
bei ng conbusted, using the techniques specified in
863. 11(b) (6) of subpart A; and

(C) Determne the exit velocity using the
t echni ques specified in either 863.11(b)(7)(i) and
863.11(b)(7)(1ii) where applicable, or 863.11(b)(8), as
appropri ate.

The commenter stated that this comrent also applies to subpart
HH.

Response: The EPA agrees that specific requirenents for a
flare conpliance test are necessary. Therefore, the final rules
contains 863.772(e)(2) (for subpart HH) and 863.1282(d)(2) (for
subpart HHH) as fol | ows:

(2) An owner or operator shall design and operate
denonstrate the performance of each flare in accordance
with the requirenents specified in 863.11(b) and in
paragraphs (e)(2)(i) and (ii) [or (d)(2)(i) and (ii)
for subpart HHH of this section.

(i) The conpliance determ nation shall be
conducted using Method 22 of 40 CFR part 60, appendi x
A, to determ ne visible em ssions.

(1i) An owner or operator is not required to
conduct a performance test to determ ne percent
em ssion reduction or outlet organic HAP or TOC
concentration when a flare is used.

Comment: Regarding the requirenment for conbustion sources
(95-percent em ssion reduction, or 20-ppnv outlet concentration),
commenter |V-D-07 asked how conpliance with the requirenent is to
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be denonstrated, and under what operating conditions the
requi renent is applicable.

Response: Conpliance with the requirenent for conbustion
sources (95-percent em ssion reduction, or 20-ppm outl et
concentration) is denonstrated by nonitoring specified operating
paraneters [see 863.773(d)(3)(i)(A) through (G of final
subpart HH or 863.1283(d)(3)(i)(A through (G of final subpart
HHH for specific paraneters]. For each operating paraneter
nmoni tored, the owner or operator selects a mnimmor maxi num
operating paraneter value (as appropriate) at which the control
devi ce nmust be operated continuously to achi eve the applicable
performance requirenments. The m ni mum or maxi num operati ng
paraneters are established based on the control device
manuf acturer's recomendati on along with either val ues neasured
during a performance test or the control device design analysis.
For exanple, 863.773(d)(3)(i)(A) of final subpart HH requires an
incinerator to be equipped with a tenperature nonitoring device.
The owner or operator nust establish a m ni num operating
tenperature, either by perfornmance test, or design analysis, at
whi ch the incinerator nmust be operated continuously to achieve
95- percent em ssion reduction. The data collected by the
tenperature nonitoring device nmust not fall bel ow the m ni mum
operating tenperature.

Em ssions froma glycol dehydration unit are required to be
routed to a control device if the glycol dehydration unit has a
nat ural gas throughput greater than 3 Mvscf/d or benzene
em ssions greater than 1 tpy. |If the owner or operator chooses
to use a conbustion device to conply with the process vent
control requirenents, the conbustion device nust achieve
95- percent em ssion reduction or 20-ppnv outlet concentration.
In addition, the final rule allows owners or operators to instal
control technol ogies that reduce em ssions fromglyco
dehydration unit process vents to 1 tpy of benzene or |ess.

Comment: Commenter |V-D 14 asked how operating paraneter
val ues used in denonstrating conpliance woul d be assigned and who
woul d be responsible for determ ning the appropriate val ues.
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Response: The owner or operator is responsible for
determ ning the appropriate operating paraneter values (either as
a mnimumor a maxinmun) to use to denonstrate conpliance
[ 863. 773(d) (5) of final subpart HH and 863.1283(d)(5) of final
subpart HHH]. The operating paraneter val ues nust be based on
ei ther performance testing or design analysis, supplenmented with
the manufacturer's recommendations [863.773(d)(5)(i)(A) and (B)
of final subpart HH and 863.1283(d)(5)(i)(A) and (B) of final
subpart HHH]. The established operating paraneters and the
rational e for choosing them nust then be submtted in the
Notification of Conpliance Status Report [8863.775(d)(5) and
63.1285(d)(5) of the final rules].

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-12 requested that the EPA clarify
t he net hods proposed for denonstrating adequacy of control
performance and that the EPA provide exanples to show how t hese
nmet hods shoul d be appli ed.

Response: The EPA agrees that subparts HH and HHH shoul d be
clarified to specify when performance tests or design anal yses
shoul d be conducted. Therefore, the EPA has | anguage to subparts
HH and HHH to clarify how conpliance is denonstrated using
performance tests and design anal yses. Section 63.772(f) of
final subpart HH and 863. 1282(e) of final subpart HHH contain
requi renents for denonstrating conpliance for all contro
devices. As an alternative, the owner or operator may choose to
denonstrate conpliance using condensers in accordance with
863. 772(g) of final subpart HH or 863.1282(f) of final
subpart HHH.

Sections 63.772(e)(4) and 63.1282(d)(4) of the final rules
speci fy that the performance tests nust be conducted according to
the schedule in 863.7(a)(2) of subpart A and the results nust be
submtted in the Notification of Conpliance Status Report
required in the appropriate subpart. Exanples of how test
nmet hods shoul d be applied will be included in inplenentation
gui dance to be published after the pronul gati on dates for
subparts HH and HHH
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Comment: Commenter |V-D- 12 stated that a design analysis is
the appropriate way to denonstrate control device efficiency
because nethods to perform em ssions performance tests on
dehydrator vent streans are unreliable. However, the conmmenter
stated that approval of the design analysis on a case-by-case
basis is inappropriate and could result in "an adm nistrative
bottl eneck to efficient inplenentation of the standard.” The
comment er reconmended that the EPA define cal cul ati ons and
records to denonstrate control efficiency and that records be
kept on file simlar to that required by some NSPS.

Response: The EPA provided the option for an owner or
operator to perform design anal yses instead of a perfornance test
because design anal yses are a generally | ess expensive option,
and sinpler to performthan conducting a perfornmance test.
However, due to the potential for variability in design analyses,
t he EPA believes that approval on a case-by-case basis is
necessary. Therefore, the EPA has not nodified subparts HH and
HHH in response to this conment.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-05 referred to 863.772(f) which
allows for an alternative to the docunented test procedures of
863.772(e) if the ARL test is perfornmed in accordance with the
procedures in GRI-95/0368.1. According to the comenter, this
type of test will not give results of how a condensing unit is
wor ki ng because gl ycol concentrations are not changed j ust
because a condensing unit is added to the still colum vent. The
comment er reconmended that the EPA allow the use of GYCalc as an
alternative since it was designed to nodel the em ssion effects
of various control devices. In support of this recomendation,
the comenter noted that using GLYCalc is allowed to determ ne
exenptions fromthe control requirenents.

Commenter |V-D 22 recommended that the EPA amend Section
63. 772(b) (2) by adding subpart (iii) as follows:

(iii1) The owner or operator shall determ ne an
average em ssions rate of benzene in tons per year
followi ng the procedures specified in GRI Publication
95/ 0368, March 1996.
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The commenter stated that the ARL net hod has been approved as an
accurate nethod of measuring em ssions by the EPA Em ssion Factor
and I nventory G oup (nenorandum dated COctober 26, 1995). The
commenter al so recommended that the EPA anend 863. 772(f) to make
it clear that the ARL nethod can be used to cal cul ate BTEX

em ssions froma dehydrator in an uncontrolled state. To

cal cul ate condenser control efficiency, as intended in

863. 772(f), the results of the ARL nmethod nust be used in
conjunction with GYCalc to cal cul ate condenser contro
efficiency. The commenter recomended that the EPA anend

863. 772(f) by inserting "in conjunction with GLYCalc to cal cul ate
control device performance” at the end of the proposed section.

Response: The ARL nethod is intended to be used for
determ ning uncontroll ed em ssions fromthe glycol dehydrator.
The EPA intended that the ARL net hod woul d be used in conjunction
with GLYCalc to determ ne condenser performance. Therefore,
proposed 8863.772(f) and 63.1282(e) [now codified at
863.772(e)(5) and 63.1282(d)(5) of the final rules] have been
nodi fied to clarify that the results fromthe ARL nethod can be
used as inputs to GYCalc (Version 3.0) to estimte condenser
control efficiency.

Additionally, the EPA agrees with the commenter that the ARL
met hod should be allowed as an input to G.YCalc for estimating
actual benzene em ssions. Therefore, 8863.772(b)(2)(i) and
63.1282(a)(2) (i) of the final rules state that the procedures
docunented in the GRI report entitled, "Atnospheric Ri ch/Lean
Met hod for Determ ning dycol Dehydrator Em ssions”
(CGRI-95/0368.1), can be used in conjunction with G.YCalc to
determ ne actual benzene em ssions.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 questioned whether the
paraneters |listed in 863.1281 for the condenser design analysis
(i.e., vent stream conposition, constituent concentrations, flow
rate, relative humdity, and tenperature) refer to the natural
gas streamentering the contactor tower. For the outlet, the
commenter also asked if they need to determ ne the outlet organic

2-193



concentration |levels or levels of controlled em ssions. The
commenter noted that not all condensers have a specific cool ant
fluid for which inlet and outlet tenperatures can be neasured
(e.g., air-cooled vs. glycol-cool ed, water-cool ed, or forced
draft).

Response: The paraneters required for the condenser design
analysis (i.e., vent stream conposition, constituent
concentrations, flowrate, relative humdity, and tenperature)
refer to characteristics of the em ssion streamto be treated by
the condenser, in this case, glycol dehydration unit process vent
streans (consisting of reboiler vent em ssions, or flash tank
vent em ssions, or both).

The design analysis was intended to provide sone relief from
t he burden of denonstrating conpliance with the control device
per formance requirenments, by giving the owner or operator an
alternative to performance testing. The paraneters required for
the design analysis (i.e., design outlet organic concentration,
desi gn average tenperature of the condenser exhaust vent stream
and the design average tenperatures of the coolant fluid at the
condenser inlet and outlet) are required to show that the
condenser was desi gned, based on the process vent stream
characteristics, to achieve an em ssion reduction of 95 percent.

The intent of these design analysis requirenents was not to
require nonitoring of outlet organic concentration |evel and
coolant fluid inlet and outlet tenperature. However, the design
anal ysis should show that these factors were considered in the
desi gn anal ysis when establishing the operating tenperature of
t he condenser exhaust stream which is required to be nonitored.
The EPA does not see any reason to nodify subparts HH and HHH in
response to this coment.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-08, 1V-D-22, and |IV-D 30
recommended that the EPA specify G.YCalc as an allowed tool to
performthe design analysis for a condenser to determne
conpliance with the control requirenents. Commenters |V-D-08 and
| V-D- 22 suggested that the design condenser exhaust stream
tenperature should be established as the maxi num tenperature that
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all ows the condenser to achieve the control required by

863. 771(d)(1)(ii). Commenter |V-D-22 stated that if GYCalc is
used to performthe design analysis, the EPA should delete the
references to relative humdity, (air) tenperature, and the

desi gn average tenperatures of the coolant fluid at the condenser
inlet and outlet, since these paraneters are not required by
GLYCalc. Commenter 1V-D 30 recomrended that the EPA add the

foll owi ng | anguage to 863.771(d)(3)(iv)(A)(4): "For exanple,
GLYCal c Version 3.0 or higher is an acceptable design analysis
tool for the purposes of this paragraph.”

Response: The EPA agrees that it is appropriate to allow an
owner or operator to use GYCalc as an alternative to the design
anal ysis for condensers specified in proposed
8863. 771(d) (3) (iv)(A) (4) and 63.1281(d)(3)(iv)(A)(4) [now
codified at 8863.772(e)(4)(i)(D) and 63.1281(d)(4)(i)(D) of the
final rules] and has nodified 8863.772(e)(4)(i)(D and
63.1282(d)(4)(i)(D) of the final rules accordingly. The
requirenents for using relative humdity, tenperature, and design
average tenperatures of the coolant fluid at the condenser inlet
and outlet in the design analysis are necessary to determ ne
condenser perfornmance when GLYCalc is not used. Therefore, the
EPA has retai ned these requirenents.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-G 09 stated that the direct benzene
test in 863.1282(a)(2)(ii) is subject to significant inaccuracy
because of the | ow pressure differential available for sanpling
dehydration unit vents. Therefore, according to the commenter,
the GLYCal c nodel in 863.1282(a)(2)(i) or sone alternative node
is critical to denonstrate conpliance successfully.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter. As proposed,
subparts HH and HHH provide for the use of GYCalc as an
alternative for estimating benzene em ssions.

Comment: Comrenter I1V-D-35 referred to proposed
863. 1282(a)(2)(i) which requires the owner or operator to

det erm ne annual benzene em ssions using GYCalc. Inputs to the
nodel are required to be "representative of actual operating
conditions.” The comrenter was concerned that the variation in
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t he ranges of values and the affect on em ssions was uncertain.
The commenter requested that 863.1282(2)(i) include sone gui dance
on how the "representative" values for use with GLYCalc are to be
devel oped. The commenter stated that they have worked with the

i ndustry to devel op an approach with no success.

Simlarly, the comrenter was concerned that proposed
863. 1282(a)(2)(ii) does not address how the glycol dehydration
unit should be set up for a benzene emi ssion test. According to
the comenter, the activity level during a test may not represent
yearly operations. The comenter requested gui dance to produce
meani ngful results and stated that the use of the GLYCal c nodel
may becone very limted w thout guidance on input paraneters in
t he proposed regul ati on.

Response: Because of the great variability in the operation
of glycol dehydration units in the oil and natural gas production
and natural gas transm ssion and storage source categories, the
EPA coul d not devel op gui dance on what nay be consi dered
representative paranmeters wwthin the final rules. However, the
EPA plans to publish inplenentation guidance for these rules,

foll ow ng promulgation. It is up to the owner/operator to sel ect
and docunent the appropriate values for the paraneters that they
wi |l be using as representative val ues.

Comment: Comrenter |V-G 14 requested that GLYCal c not be
used to determ ne BTEX em ssions fromreboilers. The comrenter
was concerned that conditions may be altered to slant em ssions
to the low side. The comrenter also stated that sonme conpanies
are taking gas sanples downstream of glycol contact towers,
resulting in unrepresentative tenperatures of the gas being
processed being reported. The commenter stated that the G.YCal c
programis not as acceptable as actual testing because of
potential inaccuracies. However, the comenter stated that if
typical conditions were listed as a guide for the reviewer to go
by, then G.YCal ¢ woul d be an acceptabl e nethod for determ ning
em ssions. The commenter noted that if the sanpling port is
downstream of a glycol contact tower the neasurenent woul d not be
accurate because of glycol's affinity for benzene. The conmmenter

2-196



al so stated that safety concerns and noi sture concerns are not
probl enms for good stack testers.

Response: As stated in a previous response, the EPA
reviewed G.YCal c and has determ ned that the programis an
acceptable nmethod for estimating em ssions from glycol
dehydration units.® The EPA al so believes that owners/operators
who use this programw || determ ne accurate em ssion estimates
due to the docunentation required to establish representative
paranmeters. The EPA intends to publish inplenentation guidance
after the promul gation of subparts HH and HHH to aid inspectors
in the evaluation of conpliance with the regul ati ons.

Sections 63.772(b)(2)(i) and 63.1282(a)(2)(i) of the final
rules allow an owner or operator to use the ARL nethod as an
input to GYCalc. The ARL nethod specifies where the gas sanpl es
nmust be collected. Wen not using the ARL nethod, the GYCalc
manual *® provi des gui dance for the best |ocations for collecting
gas sanples. Therefore, 8863.772(b)(2)(i) and 63.1282(a)(2) (i)
of the final rules specify that the owner or operator should use
the procedures specified in the G.YCal c Manual for collecting gas
sanpl es. ¥’

Comment: Commenter |V-G 15 reconmended that the Agency
require stack testing of controlled and uncontroll ed em ssions
poi nt s whenever possible, especially where condensers are used.
The commenter subm tted exanples of testing nmethods (including
proposed sanpling procedures for testing glycol dehydrators
submtted at the commenter's request by commenters |V-G 16 and
| V-G 17), and requested that the test nmethods in the final rule
specify how to test instead of providing general guidance on

% Reference 24.

% Radian International LLC. Technical Reference Manual for
GRI -GLYCal cTM A Program for Estimating Emissions fromdyco
Dehydrati on of Natural Gas, Version 3.0. Prepared for Gas
Research Institute. Chicago, Illinois. GRI-96/0091. WMarch 1996
pp. 7-1 through 7-14.

2T Reference 26
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testing. The commenter noted that LDEQ has conducted em ssions
tests of conpressors and boilers in addition to other em ssions
points in the source category. The comenter noted that benzene
em ssions are significant and should be tested rather then

nodel ed.

Response: The EPA provi des an owner or operator with the
option of conducting an em ssion source test (i.e., a stack test)
or design analysis. The EPA realizes that an em ssion source
test nmay inpose a severe burden on nany owners or operators (the
costs associated with planning and conducting such a test) in the
oil and natural gas production and natural gas transm ssion and
storage source categories. Thus, the EPA included design
anal yses as an acceptable option for denonstrating conpliance to
reduce the overall burden. The EPA includes references to
appropriate em ssion neasurenent methods and does not believe
that articulating howto test is necessary. Therefore, the EPA
has not nodified subparts HH and HHH i n response to this comment.

Comment: Commenters |1V-D-22 and |1 V-G 11 requested that the
EPA clarify conpliance obligations by expressly indicating in
863. 760(e) that the facilities failing to neet storage vessel
t hreshol ds of 863.764(c)(2) or that nmeet the glycol unit
exenptions of 863.764(e) are not subject to any requirenents of
subpart HH.

Response: The EPA has determ ned that for the class of
storage vessels that do not have the potential for flash
em ssions, the MACT floor is no control. Therefore, storage
vessels with the potential for flash em ssions are defined in
final subpart HH to nean any storage vessel that contains a
hydrocarbon liquid with a stock tank GOR greater than or equal to
1,750 scf/barrel and an APl gravity greater than or equal to 40
degrees, and a hydrocarbon liquid throughput greater than or
equal to 500 bpd. Since the affected source at an oil and
natural gas production facility is defined, in 863.760(b) of the
final rule, as each storage vessel with the potential for flash
em ssions, owners or operators of storage vessels that do not
meet the definition of storage vessels wth the potential for
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flash em ssions, have no further obligations for those storage
vessel s under subpart HH  However, it should be noted that the
owner or operator is subject to 863.10(b)(3) of subpart A and
must maintain records of applicability determ nations.

Each gl ycol dehydration unit with an actual annual average
nat ural gas throughput |less than 3 Mvscf/d or with actual average
benzene em ssions less than 1 tpy are not exenpt fromthe
subpart, but are subject to recordkeeping and reporting
requirenents. In addition, these units nust be included in the
cal cul ation of PTE for major source applicability determ nations.
Furthernore, the exenptions provided in 863.764(e) do not apply
to entire facilities, but to each individual glycol dehydration
unit. Therefore, providing a general exenption for a facility in
863. 760(e) woul d not be applicable.

As proposed, ancillary equi pment and conpressors |ocated at
natural gas processing plants with a VHAP concentration |ess than
10 percent and in VHAP service for | ess than 300 hours per year
were not subject to the recordkeeping and reporting requirenents.
However, the EPA believes that recordkeeping requirenments for
t hese equi pnent are appropriate. Therefore, 863.755(d)(2) of
final subpart HH contains recordkeeping requirements for the
docunentation of the information and data used to determ ne which
anci |l lary equi pnent and conpressors are exenpt fromthe control
requi renents of 863.769 of subpart HH
2.13.3 Conpl i ance Dates

Comment: Commenter |V-D 38 suggested that 863.760(f)(2) be
nodi fied so that the effective date for new construction and
reconstruction be six (6) nonths after the final rules are
pronmul gated. The commenter was concerned that if the final rule
is much less stringent than the proposed rule, operators would
unnecessarily incur significant expenses to install controls that
conply with the proposed rule.

Response: Sections 63.760(f)(2) and 63.1270(d)(2) of the
final rules specify that the conpliance date for new and
reconstructed sources (i.e., sources that comrence construction
or reconstruction on or after February 6, 1998) is the date of
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initial startup, or the effective date of the rule, whichever is
|ater. Therefore, the EPA believes that new or reconstructed
sources have adequate tinme to conply with the final rule.
Furthernmore, since the final rule is not significantly |ess
stringent than the proposed rule (i.e., 95 percent control is
required in the final rule), the EPA believes that owners or
operators should not unnecessarily incur significant expenses to
install controls that conmply with the proposed rule.
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2.14 WORDI NG OF REGULATI ONS ( OTHER THAN APPLI CABI LI TY AND

DEFI NI TI ONS)

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-16 recommended that the EPA delete
the phrase "as expeditiously as practical"™ in proposed
863. 760(f)(1) as it "is open to interpretation and di sagreenent
by all.” As an alternative, the commenter recomrended t hat
conpliance should be by three years after the date of final
rul emaking in the Federal Register. The commenter noted that
this had been done by ot her MACT standards.

Response: The EPA intends for existing sources to achieve
conpliance no fewer than three years after the final rule is
published. It is a benefit to the environnent for sources to
achi eve conpliance in less than three years. However, the EPA
under stands that the comenter is concerned about enforcenent
actions based on the phrase "as expeditiously as practical." The
EPA does not feel that this phrase adds anything to subparts HH
and HHH and has renoved it from 8863. 760(f) (1) and 63.1270(d) (1)
of the final rules.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 requested that the EPA clarify
the difference between "initial startup"” and "startup."”
According to the comenter, these two ternms do not have the same
meani ng. The conmmenter explained that the tinme between the
conpl etion of construction and the day of initial startup is used
to try out and debug the equi pnent. The commenter stated that
these trial runs are not initial startups and should not trigger
the conpliance date. The commenter suggested the follow ng
| anguage for 863.1270(d)(2) to clarify and stated that any other
sections in the rule that say "startup"” should be changed as
wel | .

(2) The owner or operator of an affected source
t he construction or reconstruction of which comences
on or after February 6, 1998, shall achieve conpliance
with the provisions of this subpart inmediately upon
initial startup or [the date of publication of the
final rule], whichever date is |ater

The comenter stated that this coment may al so apply to subpart
HH.
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Response: The EPA agrees that only initial startups should
trigger the conpliance dates. Sections 63.760(f)(2) and
63.1270(d)(2) of the final rules have been nodified to include
the term"initial startup.” Additionally, a definition for
initial startup has al so been added to 8863. 761 and 63. 1271 of
the final rules, as follows:

Initial startup nmeans the first time a new or
reconstructed source begins production. For the
pur poses of this subpart, initial startup does not
i ncl ude subsequent startups (as defined in this
section) of equipnent, for exanple, follow ng
mal f uncti ons or shut downs.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that subpart HHH is a HAP
rule and not a VOC rule. The commenter reconmended that
references to VOC in the rule should be corrected. The comrenter
presented the foll ow ng changes to 863. 1271, and requested that
any ot her paragraphs with references to VOC al so be changed:

Conbusti on device means an i ndividual unit of
equi pnment, such as a flare, incinerator, process
heater, or boiler, used for the conbustion of woetatite

organte—conpound HAP vapors.

The commenter stated that this coment may al so apply to subpart
HH.

Commenter |V-D- 07 questioned whether the EPA was suggesting
a need to look at either TOC or HAP, or both TOC and HAP
According to the comenter, before 863.1281, only HAP is referred
to, while 863.1281 refers to a 95-percent reduction of either TOC
or total HAP.

Response: |In response to comenter |V-D-06, and to be
consistent wwth the definition of conbustion device in other
rul es, the EPA has made the follow ng change to 8863. 761 and
63. 1271.

Conbusti on device neans an individual unit of
equi pnent, such as a flare, incinerator, process
heater, or boiler, used for the conbustion of wvetattie
organi ¢ hazardous air pollutant vapors.

The EPA does not intend to regulate VOC or TOC under subparts HH
and HHH, however, TOC has been included as a surrogate for HAP in
determ ning control device efficiency. The EPA believes that
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all owi ng the owner/operator to neasure TOC rat her than HAP

provi des sonme flexibility for the owners and operators and stil
achi eves the objective of reducing HAP em ssions by the specified
em ssion reduction.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 stated that 863.1281(c) should
say "that closed-vent systemnust route all HAP gases, vapors and
fumes emtted fromthe reboiler vent to a control device." The
comment er expl ai ned that non- HAP gases and em ssions from"the
unit,"” but not fromthe reboiler vent (such as fugitive
em ssions) should not count.

Response: The EPA agrees that the requirenent in
8863. 771(c) and 63.1281(c) should specify that closed-vent
systens should route HAP em ssions froman affected source, and
has nmade the recomended changes to subparts HH and HHH
However, the EPA does not agree the commenter's recomrendati on
that 8863.771(c) and 63.1281(c) should specify that the em ssions
fromthe reboiler vent be routed to the control device through a
cl osed vent system |In subparts HH and HHH the standards require
cl osed-vent systens for nore em ssions points than just the
gl ycol dehydration unit reboiler vent. Therefore, the EPA has
not made this recommended change.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 pointed out severa
t ypogr aphi cal errors.

(1) Renove the word "a" fromthe phrase ". . . either TOC or a
total HAP in the exhaust gases,” in 863.1281(d)(1)(i)(B)

(2) In Table 1, "Ethylene glycol"™ should be "Ethylene glycol"”

(3) In Table 1, "p-Xylenea" should be "p-Xylene."
The commenter stated that this coment may al so apply to subpart
HH.
Response: The EPA has made the recomrended corrections.
Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 requested that the word
"practicable” in 863.1283(c)(4) be changed to the word
"practical."” According to the commenter, courts have interpreted
"practicable"” to nean "capable of being done,” with little regard
to the cost or other difficulties. The commenter was concerned
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that no matter how quickly they fixed a leak, it would have been
"practicable” to fix it sooner. The commenter stated that they
doubted the EPA intended to i npose such a severe requirenent.
The commenter also stated that this corment may al so apply to
subpart HH.

Response: The word "practicabl e" has been used in several
regulations in the past (e.g., subpart Hof the HON). The
comenter did not cite, and the EPA is unaware of any i nstances
where this | anguage has been interpreted incorrectly. Therefore,
t he EPA does not see any reason to nodify subparts HH and HHH
based on this conment.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 requested that the EPA revise

the | ast sentence of 863.1283(d)(4)(ii) toread ". . . based on
the control device design analysis and/or the control device
manuf acturer's recommendati ons.” The comenter stated that this

change would allow the possibility of not follow ng the
manuf acturer's recommendations, which is inportant for the
foll ow ng reasons:

1. The EPA cannot |awfully del egate rul emaki ng power to
manuf acturers. The commenter felt that the
manuf acturers woul d be given the power to create
bi nding | aw (w thout public notice, or an opportunity
to comment) because whatever they wwote into their
i nstructions woul d beconme mandatory.

2. Sonetinmes there will not be any single manufacturer to
provi de instructions.

3. Sonetimes the manufacturer's instructions will not be
appropriate for the use of the equipnent. The
comment er expl ai ned that the manufacturer may have
never considered the intended use, or the environnent
in which the conponent woul d be pl aced.

The commenter stated that this coment may al so apply to subpart
HH.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter. Sections
63. 773(d) (5) and 63.1283(d)(5) of the final rules specify that
the m ni mum or maxi mum operati ng paraneters should be set based
on: (1) a performance test, supplenented by a control device
desi gn analysis or the control device manufacturer's
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recommendati on or a conbination of both [88 63.773(d)(5)(i) (A
and 63.1283(d)(5)(i)(A)], or (2) the control device design
anal ysi s, supplenented by the control device manufacturer's
recommendation [88 63.773(d)(5)(1)(B) and 63.1283(d)(5)(i)(B)].

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 stated that no graphic was shown
for Figure 1 (Section Ill.A 2, page 6294).

Response: The figure is in the Federal Register version of
the regulation (63 FR 6294).

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 stated that the referenced
equations are mssing in the follow ng sections:
63.772(a)(4)(iii)(D), 63.772(a)(4)(iv)(E), 63.1282(d)(3)(ii),
63.1282(d)(3)(iii), 63.1282(d)(4)(ii)(A, and
63.1282(d) (4)(iii)(B)

Response: The equations are in the Federal Register version
of the regulation (63 FR 6318 and 6331).
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2. 15 GENERAL PROVI SI ONS

Comment: Commenter |V-D-13 stated that additiona
rul emaki ng or preanble | anguage is needed to clarify the
applicability of the General Provisions (40 CFR part 63,
subpart A) to subpart HH Commenter |1V-D- 06 stated that
subpart HHH shoul d not defer to subpart A, because according to
t he commenter, the CGeneral Provisions have significant flaws and
shoul d not be used as the basis for conpliance in the MACT
standard. The commenter provided four exanples of flaws in the
General Provisions.

1. Section 63.6(e)(3)(i)(A) says that the startup,
shut down, and mal function plan nust ensure that sources

are operated in a manner that will mnimze em ssions
"at least to the levels required by all relevant
standards.” The comenter remarked that this provision

could be interpreted two ways, and neither one wll
wor k. According to the comenter, one interpretation
could nmean that em ssions have to be mnimzed "as much
as the relevant standards require during startup,

shut down, and mal functions.”™ The commenter stated that
this will not work because the rel evant standards refer
to 863.6 for the requirenents, resulting in an endl ess
| oop, with neither standard stating the requirenents.
The second interpretation could nean that em ssions
have to be mnimzed "as nuch as the rel evant standards
require during normal operation when there is not any
startup, shutdown, or mal function.”™ The conmenter
noted that this is inpossible, and would elimnate the
reason for having special provisions for startups,

shut downs, and mal functi ons.

2. The general provisions do not specifically address
shut downs of conpliance equi prent such as control
devices. According to the commenter, under a literal
readi ng of a MACT standard, the owner or operator m ght
sinmply elect to shut down all the control devices and
assert that no further em ssion standards apply because
this is a "shutdown."

3. The General Provisions do not specifically address that
some startups, shutdowns, and nal functions affect only
a portion of the process. According to the comenter,
an owner or operator mght assert that a malfunction in
one small, localized portion of a process justifies
shutting down the controls throughout the entire
process, even though the mal function does not inpair
the ability of other portions of the process to conply
with the em ssion standards.
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4. The General Provisions do not say howto deal with
peri ods of non-operation when the rel evant em ssions
have ceased. According to the commenter, a shutdown is
a transitional state between operation and
non-operation. The commenter stated that once the
shutdown is conplete, the process is idle and is not
produci ng em ssions. The comenter contended that it
doesn't make sense to inpose control requirenents when
there are no em ssions. The comenter further
expl ai ned that sone inspectors have interpreted
standards such that control devices nust be nonitored
even when there is nothing for themto control. The
commenter stated that the HON and other rules clarify
t hat when there is nothing to nonitor (i.e., when the
process is not operating and there are no em ssions),
paranmeter nonitoring of control devices is not required
and sonetinmes a failure to nonitor may be excused
during startups, shutdowns, and mal functions. The
commenter explained that there are instances where
i mposing a requirenent to continue nonitoring would be
i nappropriate. For exanple, nonitoring cannot be
continued if the nonitoring device has a mal function or
it mght be necessary to "valve off" the nonitoring
device to keep the device from bei ng danaged.

Because of the problens with the General Provisions, the
commenter recommended that the EPA should not use the CGeneral
Provisions as a basis for handling startups, shutdowns, and
mal functions. The comenter suggested that the EPA put

provi sions equivalent to the HON into 863. 1272, which is
currently reserved. The comenter provided the follow ng

| anguage for the new 863.1272:

(a) The provisions set forth and in this subpart
shal |l apply at all tinmes except during startups or
shut downs, during mal functions, and during periods of
non-operation of the affected sources (or specific
portion thereof) resulting in cessation of the
em ssions to which this subpart applies. However, if a
startup, shutdown, malfunction, or period of
non- operati on of one portion of an affected source does
not affect the ability of a particular em ssion point
to conmply with the specific provisions to which it is
subj ect, then that em ssion point shall still be
required to conply with the applicable provisions of
this subpart during the startup, shutdown, nalfunction,
or period of non-operation.

(b) The owner or operator shall not shut down
itens of equipnent that are required or utilized for
conpliance with the provisions of this subpart during
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ti mes when em ssions are being routed to such itens of
equi prent, if the shutdown woul d contravene
requi renents of this subpart applicable to such itens
of equi pnent. This paragraph does not apply if the
item of equipnment is malfunctioning, or if the owner or
operator must shut down the equipnent to avoid danage
due to a contenporaneous startup, shutdown, or
mal function of the affected source or portion thereof.
(c) During startups, shutdowns, and mal functions
when the requirenents of this subpart do no apply
pursuant to paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section, the
owner or operator shall inplenment, to the extent
reasonably avail able, nmeasures to prevent or mnimze
excess em ssions to the extent practical. For purposes
of this paragraph, the term "excess em ssions" neans
em ssions in excess of those that would have occurred
if there were no startup, shutdown, or nalfunction, and
t he owner or operator conplied with the rel evant
provi sions of this subpart. The nmeasures to be taken
shall be identified in the applicable startup,
shut down, and mal function plan, and may i ncl ude, but
are not limted to, air pollution control technol ogies,
recovery technol ogi es, work practices, pollution
prevention, nonitoring, and/or changes in the manner of
operation of the source. Back-up control devices are
not required, but nmay be used if avail able.

The comenter al so suggested addi ng the words "Except as
otherwi se provided in this subpart” to start 863.1281(d)(2). The
commenter stated that this comment may al so apply to subpart HH
Additionally, the comrenter requested that the EPA nodify Table 2
to |list paragraph-by-paragraph the applicability of 863.6(e) to
subpart HHH.  The commenter stated that this comment al so applies
to subpart HH

Response: The EPA disagrees with the commenters that there
are significant "flaws" in the existing subpart A Ceneral
Provi sions. However, the General Provisions are designed to be
general in nature, and individual NESHAP may have reasons to
override themto inplenment the intent of the General Provisions
in a standard-specific setting. Consequently, the EPA has
consi dered the comenters' concerns related to the startup,
shut down, and mal function (SSM provisions in 863.6(e) and has
added t he | anguage suggested by conmmenter 1V-D-06 to 8863. 762 and
63.1272 of the final rules. In addition, 8863.762 and 63.1272 of
the final rule specify that an owner or operator must prepare a
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startup, shutdown, or nalfunction plan as required in
863.6(e)(3), except that the plan is not required to be
incorporated by reference into the title V permt.

The commenter is concerned that the requirenent for the SSM
plan to ensure that sources are operated in a way that w |l
mnimze em ssions "at least to the levels required by al
rel evant standards" may result in unclear requirenents or will be
i npossi bly stringent by requiring sources to neet the NESHAP
requi renents during all SSM events. The intent of the
requi renents in 863.6(e) is that sources do their best to
mnimze em ssions to the levels of the required standards (i.e.,
t he individual subpart). This does not nmean, however, that the
source would be required to operate better than the standards or
even to neet the standards during the SSMperiod, if the source
is in conpliance with the SSM pl an. Because no plan can cover
every concei vable situation, the duty of the owner or operator is
to do the best he or she can to mnimze em ssions during al
events, even those not specifically addressed by the plan, based
on good engi neering judgenent, expertise, and famliarity with
t he equi pnment, as well as follow ng protocols for simlar events
that are in the SSM plan, if any.

Commenter |V-D- 06 suggested that the General Provisions
could be interpreted to allow a source to shut down contro
devices to "elimnate" em ssions or to shut down controls for an
entire process if only a portion of that process has a SSM event.
Section 63.2 of the General Provisions defines shutdown as the
"cessation of operation of an affected source for any purpose.”
The EPA believes that the general duty to operate and maintain at
all tinmes, including periods of SSM "any affected source,

i ncl udi ng associ ated air pollution control equipnment, in a manner
consistent wth good air pollution control practices for

m nim zing em ssions” [863.6(e)(1)(i)] precludes the possibility
of sources invoking the cormenter's interpretation. In fact,
such actions would be considered a violation of the requirenents.

The EPA agrees that there are |imted cases where continued
monitoring of air pollution control devices during periods of SSM
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serves no useful function. These cases should be addressed in
the source's SSM pl an, which the State has the authority to
review and approve. However, to address the commenter's concern,
8863. 773(d) (8) and 63.1283(d)(8) of the final rule specify that
em ssions during SSM events when the facility is operated in
accordance wth the SSM pl an, and periods of non-operation of the
unit or process that is vented to the control device (which
result in cessation of em ssions), are not considered excursions.

Al t hough the HON requi renents do not specifically require
nmoni toring during periods of SSM EPA policy is that,
unpronul gated rul es should i ncorporate requirenents for
monitoring to be continued at all tines. This includes
nmoni toring during periods of SSM since these records wl|l
provi de the Agency val uable information on the adequacy of the
source's SSM pl an and al so adherence to the requirenent that
em ssions are m nim zed.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-06 requested that the EPA revise
Table 2 to say that 863.7(c) does not apply to subpart HHH
According to the comenter, the requirenment in 863.7(c) of the
CGeneral Provisions for a site-specific test plan is "unduly
burdensone” and has not been required in various other MACT
standards. The conmmenter stated that if subpart HH al so
i ncorporates 863.7(c), then this comment also applies to subpart
HH.

Response: Site-specific test plans nust be devel oped, but
only need to be submtted to the Adm nistrator for approval upon
request of the Admnistrator. Subparts HH and HHH do not
specifically require a site specific test plan. Therefore, to
provide State and |local permtting authorities the authority to
request site-specific test plans, the EPA has not changed the
applicability of 863.7(c) to subparts HH and HHH

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-16 stated that the requirenents of
863.6(e)(3) to prepare and follow a startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan should not be applicable to sites in subpart HH
since they are likely to be unmanned. The commenter did suggest
that manned gas plants could be required to devel op a plan, but
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ot her sources subject to subpart HH should not be subject to
863.6(e) (3).

Response: The EPA di sagrees that unnmanned sites shoul d not
have SSM pl ans. Such plans are perhaps even nore essential at
unmanned sites to ensure that em ssions are mnimzed and
probl ens addressed as soon as possible. Plans at these sites may
i nclude al arm systens and conputeri zed protocols and ot her
measures to ensure that appropriate steps are taken to notify
operators of problens and to initiate steps to mnim ze
em ssions. Autonated process shutdowns nmay be required when
certain events occur.
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2.16 M SCELLANEQUS
2.16.1 Health Effects

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-28 stated that the EPA should
qualify its statenment regarding ethyl benzene's potenti al
i nhal ation effects, and reference the many assunptions and
uncertainty factors required in extrapol ating from experi nental
results in animal studies to potential human effects at actual
concentrations found in the environnent.

Response: The proposed rule is technol ogy-based rather than
ri sk-based, so the summary of toxic effects for ethyl benzene has
no i nfluence on the proposed NESHAP. The EPA included health
effects summaries for ethyl benzene and the other hazardous air
pollutants emtted by this source category to provide the public
wi th background information about possible effects of
overexposure. The EPA agrees that there are substanti al
uncertainties associated with interspecies extrapol ation, and has
established national risk assessnent guidelines to incorporate
these uncertainties into risk assessnents. However, no risk
assessnment has been performed in support of the proposed rule.
Thus, the requested explanati on of how these uncertainties are
consi dered, which woul d necessarily be detailed and | ong, would
serve no useful purpose.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-28 stated that while the EPA does
not identify the studies on which the conclusions on ethyl
benzene inhal ation effects are based, it appears to be relying
principally on adverse effects observed in animal studies.

Response: Gven the brevity of the summary, the EPA
believes it has clearly and fairly represented where ani mal and
human studi es have been considered. The use of animal data in
this context is not unusual. Lack of adequate human data for
| ong-term exposures often nmakes it necessary to rely on ani mal
data to predict potential health effects.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-28 stated that the EPA has
frequently used qualifying | anguage in describing the health
effects associated wwth chemcals . . . for purposes of other
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NESHAP. The conment er suggested that the EPA should include
simlar [qualifying] |anguage in this preanble.

Response: The EPA agrees that the suggested qualifying
text, excerpted fromthe NESHAP for the printing and publishing
i ndustry, accurately reflects the EPA's current thinking on
hazard identification, as expressed in the Agency's gui dance on
ri sk assessnent. However, although the EPA believes that the
| ack of such qualifying text in this proposal does not
necessarily m slead the public about the purpose of the proposed
rule, this | anguage has been included in the preanble to the
final rule.

Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-28 stated that the EPA al so should
state that its summary is not intended to be relied on to
characterize ethyl benzene's potential inhalation toxicity.

Response: The EPA has not suggested anywhere in the
proposed rule that this brief paragraph should serve as a risk
characterization. The section presents only a qualitative
description of effects that may result from overexposure, and
does not suggest where, when, or if such overexposure nmay occur.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-28 stated that the preanble fails
to include any review of the scientific database on ethyl
benzene's toxicol ogical effects, or reference any ani mal or human
i nhal ati on studi es of ethyl benzene. According to the commenter,
absent such a review the EPA should not publish, in a Federal
Reqgi ster notice, findings regarding a chemcal's health risks.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters' point that
ri sk assessnent findings should be fully supported by a review of
t he toxicol ogi cal database. However, the 5-sentence summary of
toxic effects cannot be construed as a risk assessnent for ethyl
benzene. It contains only qualitative descriptions of potential
effects of overexposure, and presents no findings regarding risks
fromethyl benzene exposure (or any information at all about
exposure). This paragraph does not need to be, and nakes no
pretense of being, a fully-referenced review of the scientific
dat abase.

2-213



Comment: Comrenter |V-D-28 stated that the EPA states that
"short-terminhal ation of high levels of ethyl benzene in humans
may cause throat and eye irritation, chest constriction, and
di zziness." The comrenter requested that the EPA delete this
statenment fromthe preanble to the final rule. The conmmenter
further stated that if the EPA does not delete the discussion
entirely, the EPA should, at a mninmum acknow edge the
substanti al dat abase denonstrating the absence of acute effects
foll owi ng inhal ati on exposure to ethyl benzene.

Response: The EPA based its description of short-term
respiratory and ocul ar effects on a review of the toxicological
literature by the U S. Agency for Toxic Substance and D sease
Registry (ATSDR).* ATSDR s supported its description of throat
irritation, chest constriction, and burning eyes acconpani ed by
profuse lacrimation at ethyl benzene | evels above 1000 parts per
mllion wth nunmerous literature citations. The commenters
citation of other studies that failed to show such effects, while
potentially interesting, does not change the results of studies
that did report these effects.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-28 stated that the EPA al so should
acknow edge that |levels of ethyl benzene in the anbient air are
wel | bel ow those at which adverse health effects have been
obser ved.

Response: The EPA' s preanble to the proposed rule

(paragraph 1, |last sentence) states, "In general, these findings
have only been shown with concentrations higher than those in the
anbient air." This statenent applies to ethyl benzene as well as

t he ot her hazardous air pollutants for which the preanble
describes health effects. The EPA believes that this statenent
al ready addresses the commenter's concerns in a manner that is
nmore than fair. Because the EPA | acks positive evidence that al
| ocations in the United States are free from hazardous anbi ent

? Agency for Toxic Substance and Di sease Registry , 1997.
Toxi col ogical Profile for Ethyl benzene. Public Comment Draft.
Toxi col ogy Information Branch, Atlanta, GA
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concentrations of ethyl benzene, it is inpossible to further
strengthen this statenent.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-28 requested that the EPA del ete,
or qualify substantially, its statenment regarding ethyl benzene's
teratogenic effects in animals to reflect the toxicol ogical
dat abase accurately.

Response: ATSDR s 1997 review of the health effects of
et hyl benzene, *?® describes several animal inhalation studies that
reported del ayed skel etal devel opnment, increased incidence of
extra ribs, and renal malformation. The EPA believes that the
sentence currently in the preanble, "Birth defects have been
reported in aninmals exposed via inhalation; whether these effects
may occur in humans in not known," is a fair condensation of
ATSDR s review. As with the acute effects above, the comenter's
citation of a study for which no teratogenic effects were found
does not change the conclusion, based on positive data, that such
effects are possible.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-28 requested that the EPA del ete,
or revise substantially, its discussion of ethyl benzene's
potential chronic health effects. According to the conmenter, the
EPA' s statenent does not accurately describe ethyl benzene's
potential hematol ogical effects and nmay potentially m sl ead
users, consuners, and regul atory bodi es about the health risks
associated with repeated exposure to ethyl benzene.

Additionally, the EPA's statenent is inconsistent with the
relatively lowtoxicity assigned to ethyl benzene under the EPA' s
Sector Facility Indexing Program (SFIP).

Response: The EPA agrees that the | anguage in the current
preanbl e does not describe ethyl benzene's chronic effects well,
or in fact at all. Reported effects to the rodent ki dney include
i ncreased ki dney wei ght and increased activity of several Kkidney
enzynes. Hepatic effects reported in animal studies include
increased liver weight, altered enzyne activity, and degenerative

2 Reference 28.
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changes in liver cells. Hematologic effect reported in workers
occupationally exposed to ethyl benzene include decreased
henmogl obi n | evel s and increased | ynphocyte count. The EPA
believes the current brief description, "Animl studies have

reported blood, liver, and kidney effects associated with ethyl
benzene inhalation.” is consistent with these findings and does
not think additional background detail is needed to support the

proposed rul e.

The EPA al so agrees that ethyl benzene has relatively | ow
toxi c potential when conpared with many ot her substances |isted
as hazardous air pollutants under section 112 of the Clean Air
Act. However, the proposed action is not based on a risk
assessnent, and the preanbl e | anguage therefore does not intend,
or need, to convey information about risk. The one-sentence
listing of chronic health effects refers only to adverse effects
that may occur if the dose of ethyl benzene is high enough. Any
further discussion of relatively low toxicity would need to be
acconpani ed by information about the |arge anmounts of et hyl
benzene emtted relative to other, nore toxic, pollutants, none
of which would be germane to the proposed rule.

Comment: Commenter |V-D-28 requested that the EPA clarify
t hat adverse health effects have been observed only at ethyl
benzene | evel s substantially higher than those found in the
anbient air.

Response: The commenters' data on ethyl benzene
concentrations is generally consistent wwth the EPA's data. The
EPA agrees that our current understandi ng, based on these air
nmoni toring data and on nodel ed concentrations, suggests that
et hyl benzene does not currently pose a national threat.

However, neasured concentration data are sparse, and detail ed
nodel i ng has not been conducted for many areas. These very
substanti al data gaps prevent the EPA from conclusively stating
that no location in the United States experiences ethyl benzene
| evel s above the reference concentration.

Furthernore, the National Toxicol ogy Program (NTP) recently
rel eased data that suggest ethyl benzene may be carcinogenic in
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animals. |If further studies bear this out, perceived "safe"

| evel s of ethyl benzene may change substantially. This
uncertai nty about carcinogenicity also prevents any categorical
guarantee of safety fromhealth effects of ethyl benzene. The

EPA believes the current statenent, "In general, these findings
have only been shown with concentrations higher than those in the
anbient air," is the strongest that can accurately be nade.
2.16.2 O her M scel |l aneous Comment s

Comment: Commenter |V-D-06 supported sem annual reporting
of actions inconsistent with the startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan instead of inmediate reporting and suggested
that the EPA apply the concept to all MACT standards (including
standards that have al ready been pronmul gated). The conmenter
cited three reasons that i medi ate reporting has been an
unnecessary burden. First, the commenter contended that just
because actions are inconsistent with the startup, shutdown and
mal function plan, does not nean that excess em ssions have
occurred. Second, even if excess em ssions have occurred, they
are not necessarily an imedi ate health threat (nost HAP concerns
are related to long-term rather than short-term exposure).
Third, in any case where short-term em ssions may be a concern,
there are better ways to address those concerns (including
i medi ate reporting under CERCLA section 103 or SARA section 304,
or energency response actions under EPA s R sk Managenent
Progranms rule inplenenting section 112(r) of the Act). The
commenter stated that retrofitting sem annual reporting into
exi sting MACT standards should not be a major burden on the EPA
as it is a mnor change and would not |ikely be controversial.

Response: Wiile the EPA is continually review ng the
burdens inposed by its regulations in an attenpt to reduce these
burdens, no changes have been identified at this tine.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-38 stated that the proposed rules
exceed the EPA' s authority under section 112 of the CAAA and the
intent of Congress in pronulgating the CAA
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Response: The EPA is required to devel op NESHAP under
section 112(d) of the CAA for |listed source categories and has
not exceeded its authority.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-04 stated that based on the data
presented by the EPA, there are many small natural gas
production, transm ssion and storage facilities that are snal
sources of HAP. According to the commenter, these sources are
al ready regul ated under State rules and the commenter requested
that the EPA not regul ate these sources further.

Response: \Wen devel oping the MACT floor for production and
transm ssion and storage facilities, the EPA nade several
di stinctions between sizes of em ssions units. For exanple, the
EPA devel oped a MACT floor for large glycol dehydration units
(natural gas flowate greater than or equal to 3 Mvscf/d or
benzene em ssions greater than or equal to 1 tpy) and one for
smal | glycol dehydration units (natural gas flowate | ess than 3
Mvscf/d or benzene em ssion less than 1 tpy). |In this case, the
MACT floor for small glycol dehydration units was determ ned to
be no control and these units are not required, in the final
rules, to be controlled. Therefore, the NESHAP are focussed on
facilities with significant HAP em ssions. These criteria wll
exenpt a large nunber of facilities in the oil and natural gas
production and natural gas transm ssion and storage source
categories fromregulatory requirenents and installation of
controls due to their small size and | ow em ssions. These
applicability criteria include benzene em ssion rate, natural gas
t hroughput, storage tank throughput, and hours of operation and
apply only to nmaj or sources.

2-218



2.17 GENERAL COMMENTS SPECI FI C TO SUBPART HHH ( NOT OTHERW SE

ADDRESSED)

Comment: Several commenters were concerned with the EPA' s
proposed standard for the natural gas transm ssion and storage
source category and the EPA's apparent |ack of information used
to devel op the standard. Commenter |1V-D- 31 stated that the
i nclusion of natural gas transm ssion and storage in the oil and
nat ural gas production rul emaki ng has conprom sed the regul atory
process and deni ed affected stakehol ders equal opportunity for
i nput. Although the commenter was pleased that the EPA created a
separate source category for the transm ssion and storage
i ndustry, they suggested that the EPA did not truly devel op
separate MACT standards for the two source categories.
Furthernore, the commenter stated that including the transm ssion
and storage source category in this proposal is inconsistent with
t he procedures of the CAA of 1990. According to the commenter,

t he EPA extended the oil and natural gas production source
category, w thout adequate notice and opportunity to comment to
i nclude the natural gas transm ssion and storage sources.

The comrenter stated that the EPA is obligated to provide
equal opportunity for the natural gas transm ssion and storage
i ndustry to work with the EPA during the rul emaki ng process. The
commenter further stated that regul ating both sources
si mul taneously, to save limted resources, does not justify
"abandoni ng wel | - establ i shed procedures for devel opi ng a MACT
that is achievable.”" The commenter stressed that in raising
these issues they are not attenpting to avoid or delay regul ation
but insisting on the right to the benefit of the full MACT
devel opnment process, including source category listing, data
gathering, determ nation of a MACT floor, and source
cat egory-specific standards.

Commenters IV-D-07, I1V-D-12, 1V-D-31, I1V-G 09 stated that
the EPA has insufficient data to develop a standard for the
transm ssi on and storage source category. The commenters
requested that the EPA delay the transm ssion and storage portion
of the rulemaking to properly survey the industry for nore
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meani ngf ul data, and assess whether a standard for the natural
gas transm ssion and storage source category is necessary or

achi evable. According to commenter |V-D-07, the EPA would create
confusion "by | eaving numerous questions unanswered and terns
undefined or interrelated with the proposed oil and gas
production standard"” in its haste to develop a standard for the
natural gas transm ssion and storage source category

simul taneously with that of the production source category.
Additionally, commenters |1V-D-07 and |V-D-31 stated that the EPA
has proven a lack of information on this source category by
asking for em ssion point comments on reboiler vents, flash tanks
(GCG separators), storage vessels with flash potential, pipeline
pi ggi ng and storage of pipeline pigging wastes, and equi prment

| eaks.

Response: The EPA contacted potential stakeholders in the
initial phase of the devel opnent process for this NESHAP to
identify a list of interested stakeholders. The public record,
contained in EPA Air Docket A-94-04, has correspondence and
meeting summari es that show that the EPA had continual contact
with interested stakehol ders, including representatives of the
natural gas transm ssion and storage source category. However,
to address industry concerns on the adequacy of the database used
in the devel opnment of proposed subpart HHH for natural gas
transm ssion and storage facilities, the EPA has coll ected
addi tional information on glycol dehydration units in the natural
gas transm ssion and storage source category. The EPA conducted
site visits to five natural gas transm ssion and storage
facilities to gain additional first-hand know edge of the
processes and operations at existing facilities in this source
category. The EPA also net with stakehol ders fromthe natura
gas transm ssion and storage industry to understand their
concerns. The EPA devel oped a questionnaire for distribution to
ei ght natural gas transm ssion and storage conpani es under the
authority of section 114 of the CAA. In the questionnaire, the
EPA requested data on the processes, operations, and control
technol ogies in use at existing natural gas transm ssion and
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storage facilities and relevant to the devel opnent of HAP
em ssions standards for glycol dehydration units.

Through the questionnaire and site visits, the EPA coll ected
additional information on approximately 83 glycol dehydration
units in the natural gas transm ssion and storage source
category. The EPA considered this new information, along with
the previously collected information on the natural gas
transm ssion and storage source category, to devel op a MACT fl oor
for process vents on glycol dehydration units |ocated at existing
and new facilities in this source category.

On January 15, 1999, the EPA published a suppl enental notice
announcing the availability of and to discuss the consideration
of, the additional information on the natural gas transm ssion
and storage source category collected by the EPA since proposal
(64 FR 2612). The additional data announced in the January 15,
suppl enmental notice included the following itens |ocated in Air
Docket A-94-04: (1) conpleted responses to the EPA's section 114
survey questionnaire, itens IV-G 24, and |V-G 26 through |IV-G 32;
(2) site visit information, itens |V-G 21, IV-G 22, and |V-G 25;
and (3) neeting summary of the neeting with representatives of
the Interstate Natural Gas Association of Anerica, the Gas
Research Institute, and industry, itemI|V-E-02. The EPA has al so
prepared anal yses of these data, itens |IV-A-01, |IV-A-02 and
| V- A- 08.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-31 stated that the EPA
underestimated the inpact of the proposed regulation on the
natural gas transm ssion and storage source category, due to the
EPA's | ack of sufficient and representative information to
devel op a MACT standard. The comrenter contended that the EPA
underesti mated the nunber of transm ssion and storage facilities
that woul d be affected by subpart HHH (five out of 2,000)
resulting in an underestimation of the cost inpact. The
comment er suggested that the EPA postpone the natural gas
transm ssion and storage NESHAP (subpart HHH) to eval uate the
industry properly and to develop a better estimate of what the
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MACT fl oor should be. The comrenter offered to work with the EPA
on the devel opnent of a separate proposal.

Response: As stated in the previous response, in response
to conmments on proposed subpart HHH, the EPA surveyed ei ght
natural gas transm ssion and storage conpani es under the
authority of section 114, conducted five site visits to
transm ssion and storage facilities, and received additi onal
informati on on 83 glycol dehydration units. |In addition, the EPA
had data on 31 gl ycol dehydration units that was coll ected during
t he devel opnent of the proposed NESHAP. According to the Q1 and
Gas Journal,®* the total natural gas throughput handl ed by the
conpani es for which the Agency had information represented
approxi mately 14 percent of the total natural throughput for the
entire industry. O the 114 glycol dehydration units for which
informati on was submtted, the EPA determ ned that one unit had
the potential to be an affected source under subpart HHH

Based on this information, the EPA projected the nunber of
affected sources to a nationwi de value. Since the avail able data
represented approximately one seventh of the industry, the EPA
estimated that seven glycol dehydration units would be affected
sources. Although the MACT floor indicated that the best
performng 12 percent of the existing sources used conbustion
(primarily flares) to control HAP em ssions fromthe glyco
dehydration units, the EPA assuned that at |east one of the
affected facilities would install a condensation unit to control
HAP em ssions. Thus, the environnental and cost inpacts were
based on six of the facilities installing a flare to neet the
requi renents of subpart HHH and one would install a condenser.

Table 2.17-1 presents a summary of estimated environnental,
energy, and cost inpacts for the natural gas transm ssion and
storage standards for existing najor sources. The inpacts were

% True, WR \Weather, Construction Inflation Could Squeeze
North Anerican Pipelines. Gl & Gas Journal. pp. 33-56. August
31, 1998.
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revi sed using the sanme approach that was used for the proposed
NESHAP. A detailed analysis regarding the estimated inpacts of
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TABLE 2.17-1
SUMVARY OF REVI SED ESTI MATED ENVI RONVENTAL, ENERGY, AND COST
| MPACTS FOR THE NATURAL GAS TRANSM SSI ON AND STORAGE STANDARDS
FOR EXI STI NG MAJOR SOURCES*

Exi sting Natural Gas
Transm ssi on and
| npact category St or age*

Esti mat ed nunber of inpacted 7
facilities

Em ssion reductions (My/yr)

HAP 390
VOC 610
Met hane 230

Secondary environmental em ssion
i ncreases (My/yr)

Sul fur oxi des <1
Ni t rogen oxi des <1
Car bon nonoxi de <1
Energy (Kilowatt hours per year) None
| npl erent ation costs (MIlion of July 1993 $)
Total installed capital 0. 28
Tot al annual 0.3
* - No new mmjor sources are anticipated for this source

category after the effective date for new sources and in the
first three years follow ng pronul gati on of the rule.
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the NESHAP is presented in the docket (Air Docket A-94-04, nunber
| V- A- 08) .

Comment:  Commenter |V-D 31 was concerned that the EPA is
regul ating the natural gas transm ssion and storage industry
simlarly to the oil and natural gas production industry.
According to the commenter, the EPA' s "skewed data coll ection
effort” resulted in a failure to nmake inportant distinctions
bet ween the transm ssion and storage and the production segnents
of the industry. The commenter was especially concerned about
the potential inpact of subpart HHH on underground storage
facilities, as they are used to offset fluctuations in gas flow,
reduce natural gas costs, and inprove reliability. Comenters
| V-D-07, IV-D-12, and |V-D-31 explained that a review of the
background information for this standard showed that the database
consi sted of information on the nethods used in natural gas
transm ssion fromonly two conmpani es and no underground storage
facilities. The commenters noted that the conpanies surveyed
were oil production facilities that handl ed gas as a by- product
of oil production that have higher HAP enm ssions because they
handl e nore liquids with higher concentrations of HAP
Furt hernore, commenters IV-D-31 and IV-G 12 al so noted that once
the gas reaches the transm ssion and storage facilities, it has
been dehydrated at |east once, further |owering the
concentrations of HAP. Comenter |V-G 12 al so nentioned that
exposi ng processed gas to ground water in a storage facility can
i ncrease the noisture content and require additional dehydration,
but it does not necessary increase BTEX in the gas. The
commenter referred to the GLYCal ¢ manual for discussion of inpact
of BTEX concentration in the gas on dehydrator em ssions.

Commenters I1V-D-10 and | V-G 12 recommended changes in the
exenptions for transm ssion and storage facilities. Comenter
| V-D-10 requested that the size cutoff for transm ssion and
storage be higher than that for production, since HAP em ssions
at transm ssion and storage facilities are generally much | ower
than production facilities. Comenter |V-G 12 recommended t hat
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t he subpart HHH provide an exenption for transm ssion and storage
facilities where the BTEX concentrations of the stored gas fal
below a mnimumthreshold and it can be shown that the act of
storing the gas does not cause an increase in the concentration
of the BTEX in the gas when it is retrieved fromstorage. The
commenter further explained that dehydrators serving transm ssion
and storage facilities are fundanentally different fromthose

| ocated at production wells.

Response: In the proposal, glycol dehydration units
operating at an actual annual average natural gas throughput | ess
than 3 Mvscf/d or having actual average benzene em ssions | ess
than 1 tpy were exenpt fromthe control requirements. The EPA
eval uated the data collected for 114 glycol dehydration units in
the natural gas transm ssion and storage source category to
determ ne whether there was a natural gas throughput |evel, or a
benzene em ssion | evel for which glycol dehydration units
operating below this | evel were not controll ed.

In the new data, the Agency did not identify evidence to
suggest that glycol dehydration units operating wth actual
annual average natural gas throughput rates | ess than 10 Mvscf/d
or having actual benzene em ssions less than 1 tpy are controlled
at the MACT floor and it was not cost effective to go beyond the
floor for these glycol dehydration units.

In addition, the Agency does not have any information
indicating that there are any sources in the natural gas
transm ssion and storage source category operating bel ow
10 Mvscf/d or having benzene em ssions less than 1 tpy that have
em ssions greater than the major source thresholds of 10 tpy for
i ndi vi dual HAP or 25 tpy for any conbi nati on of HAP

Therefore, the final subpart HHH exenpts each gl yco
dehydration unit with an annual actual average natural gas
t hroughput | ess than 10 Mvscf/d or actual average benzene
em ssions less than 1 tpy fromthe control requirenents.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-31 stated that they believe that
the EPA | acks sufficient and representative information on the
natural gas transm ssion and storage source category to determ ne
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a MACT floor. The comrenter noted that only one transm ssion
facility, and no underground storage facilities, was surveyed.
The commenter recommended that the EPA revise its MACT fl oor
determ nation for transm ssion and storage dehydration units.
The comment er suggested that the EPA did not include the

addi tional cost that would be required to send personnel to
renmote, unmanned transm ssion and storage facilities to
denonstrate conpliance based on short averagi ng periods. The
commenter stated that a | onger averaging period would al so be
nore practical and cost-effective, and nore likely to be

achi evabl e by the best perform ng sources. The comrenter asked
the EPA to take the tinme to gather the information required to
properly evaluate what is actually achieved by em ssion points in
the natural gas transmi ssion and storage source category.

Response: According to the information collected from 114
gl ycol dehydration units through the section 114 questionnaire,
site visits, and data previously collected during the devel opnent
of the proposed standards, 71 glycol dehydration units are
controlled. Fifty-nine of these units utilize conbustion as the
control technol ogy for process vents on glycol dehydration units.
O these, 51 utilize flares, seven utilize encl osed conbustion
devi ces, and one uses an in-stack flare system Seven units
utilize a conbination of condensation and conbustion to control
gl ycol dehydration unit process vents and five utilize
condensat i on.

The MACT floor analysis for the natural gas transm ssion and
st orage source category was based on information avail able on the
top 14 perform ng glycol dehydration units, which corresponds to
12 percent of 114 glycol dehydration units.

The EPA conpared the control level data for the top 14
performng units to the proposed control |evel of 95 percent for
process vents on glycol dehydration units at existing and new
natural gas transm ssion and storage facilities. The avail able
information indicates that the best performng 12 percent of the
facilities, i.e., 14 units, utilize some formof conbustion and
achi eve a HAP em ssion reduction of at |east 98 percent.
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However, anong all sources that apply conbustion, the reported
control efficiency ranged from95 to 98 percent. The EPA was
unable to determ ne the technical basis for the reported
differences in the control efficiencies for these conbustion
devices. Therefore, in order to account for the observed
variability in HAP em ssion reduction efficiency, the final rule
requi res 95 percent as the HAP em ssion reduction for this source
category associated with this technol ogy.

Under the proposed standards, the MACT floor for new sources
was the same as the MACT floor for existing sources (i.e., 95-
percent control). In the review of the new additional
information, the EPA did not identify a nethod of control
applicable to all types of new sources that woul d achi eve a
greater |evel of HAP em ssion reduction than the MACT fl oor for
exi sting sources. Therefore, as with the proposal, the EPA
determ ned that the MACT floor for new sources in the natural gas
transm ssion and storage source category was the sanme as the MACT
fl oor for existing sources.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-31 supported the aggregation of
equi pnment at conpressor stations and single wells, with their
associ ated equi pnent, for major source determ nations. However,
t he coment er expl ai ned that natural gas storage fields cover
| arge areas and operations are based on depl eted production
fields wth the same surface separation of facilities as existing
production fields. Therefore, the commenter, along with conmenter
| V-D-04, stated that aggregating em ssion sources at natural gas
storage facilities for major source determinations is
i nconsistent with the nmeaning of section 112(n)(4)(A) of the CAA
and that aggregating em ssion sources at these facilities
suggests that the EPA has insufficient data regarding natural gas
storage facilities. The comenters expl ai ned that glycol
dehydrators at storage facilities do not emt significant
guantities of HAP because the natural gas has been processed or
dehydrated before it is injected into the storage fields, and has
smal | amounts of HAP and VOC. According to the comrenters,
aggregating affected sources over |arge gas storage fields could

2-228



result in major source determ nations and the controls on each
contributing affected source woul d be nore expensive than the EPA
has estimated, for small amounts of HAP reduction. The commenters
recomended that the EPA collect data to characterize natural gas
storage operations better.

Response: Section 112(n)(4)(A) of the Act states that

: .emssions fromany oil or gas exploration or
production well (wth its associ ated equi pnent) and
em ssions from any pipeline conpressor or punp station
shal | not be aggregated with em ssions from ot her
simlar units . "

The EPA has interpreted this provision to nean that individual
pi pel i ne conpressor or punp stations shall not be aggregated with
em ssions fromother stations. Nothing in the
section 112(n)(4)(A) provisions refers to natural gas storage
facilities as those facilities for which em ssion aggregation is
not allowed. Additionally, the definition of major source in
863. 1271 states that em ssions from processes, operations, or
equi pnrent that are not part of the sane facility shall not be
aggregated. Based on the EPA' s know edge of the industry,
storage fields should have well-defined surface sites, preventing
| arge areas from bei ng considered part of the sane facility.
Comment: Comrenters |V-D-10 and |1 V-D- 31 requested that the
deadline for pronul gation of the transm ssion and storage
standard be changed from Novenber 15, 1997 to Novenber 15, 2000.
The commenters noted that transm ssion and storage is a new
source category.
Response: The EPA anended the source category list to add
the natural gas transm ssion and storage source category as a
maj or source category and proposed a regulation that would apply
to maj or sources in this source category. As stated in section
112(c)(5) of the Cean Air Act as Anended in 1990 on the addition
of source categories

: .em ssion standards under subsection (d) for the
category or subcategory shall be shall be promnul gated
within 10 years after enactnent of the Clean Air Act
Amendnents of 1990, or within 2 years after the date on
whi ch such category or subcategory is listed, whichever
is later."
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Al t hough the natural gas transm ssion and storage source category
is in the 10-year bin of source categories, by promulgating the
proposed regul ation on the current schedule, the EPA is conplying
with the requirenents of the CAA

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-07 and IV-D-31 stated that the
definition of natural gas transm ssion is m sleading and m xes
production terns with natural gas transm ssion terns. For
exanpl e, "boosters" are only used on production lines. The
commenters further remarked they did not understand the phrase
"used for |long distance transport” since "long distance" is not
defined. The commenters recommended that the EPA use the
Departnent of Transportation's definitions (49 CFR 192.3) for
such terns as pipeline, transmssion |line, and transportation of
nat ural gas.

Response: The EPA does not believe that further
clarification of the definition for natural gas transmssion is
necessary. The definition of natural gas transm ssion in
863. 1271 of subpart HHH was devel oped in consultation with
stakehol ders in the natural gas transm ssion and storage source
category (Air Docket A-94-04 Nunbers 11-C4, 11-C5, and
I1-D-53). As requested by the stakeholders, this definition is
consistent wwth the definition used by the Federal Energy
Regul at ory Comm ssion and adequately reflects the actual workings
of the industry.

In addition, the EPA' s understanding is that natural gas
transm ssion pipelines differ fromnatural gas mains in that they
typically operate at higher pressure, are longer, and the
di stance between connections is greater. Therefore, the EPA has
retai ned the phrase "long distance transport” to naintain this
di stinction.

Comment: Comrenter |1V-D-16 stated that the term associ ated
equi pnent does not need to be defined in subpart HHH since
production sources are not covered. Commenter |V-D-35 agreed with
proposed definition of associated equi pnent.

Response: The EPA agrees that the term associ ated equi pnent
i s unnecessary and has renoved this termfrom 863. 1271 of subpart
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HHH. I n addition, the EPA has revised the definition of major
source in 863.1271 as foll ows:

Maj or source, as used in this subpart, shall have
the sanme neaning as in 863.2, except that:

(1) Emsstons—fromany oit—or—gas—exptoration—or

afndem ssions from any pipeline conpressor or punp
station shall not be aggregated with em ssions from
other simlar stationsuntts, whether or not such units
are in a contiguous area or under common control; and
(2) em ssions from processes, operations, and
equi pnrent that are not part of the sane facility, as
defined in this section, shall not be aggregated.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-16 stated that a conpressor station
is defined in 863.1271 as equi pnent that "...supplies energy to
nove natural gas at increased pressure fromfields. . . ." The
commenter requested that the reference to fields be deleted since
subpart HHH does not cover production sites (i.e., fields).

Response: As suggested by the commenter, subpart HHH does
not enconpass production sites. However, it is possible for
conpressors, located in the transm ssion and storage source
category, to nove natural gas from production fields.

Furthernore, the EPA devel oped this definition based on standard
i ndustry nomencl ature. Therefore, the EPA does not believe that
t he change recomended by the commenter is warranted.
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2.18 COMMENTS RECEI VED ON THE JANUARY 15, 1999 SUPPLEMENTAL

NOTI CE (64 FR 2611)

Comment: Commenters IV-G 38 and |1V-G 37 indicated that they
did not agree with a MACT floor of 95 percent for the
transm ssion and storage source category. The commenters stated
that capital expenditures had been made to control sone existing
dehydrators with condensers and that it woul d be unreasonable to
require these sources to neet a MACT floor based on a different
t echnol ogy.

The comenters requested that the final rule should either
exenpt existing sources controlled by condensers, or require that
exi sting sources controlled with condensers be controlled to a
different level (i.e., 70 percent) than the conbustion
t echnol ogy-based MACT floor. The commenters stated that the data
show t hat condensers coul d consistently achi eve a 75-percent
em ssion reduction and that requiring an additional 20-percentage
poi nts of em ssion reduction in HAP would be inconsistent with
the cost-to-benefit analysis in the February 6, 1998 proposal.

In addition, comenter 1V-G 36 stated that the 95 percent contro
| evel cannot be continuously achieved by the use of condensers
al one.

Response: The EPA does not believe that it is appropriate
to provide exenptions or alternative |evels of control for
exi sting glycol dehydration units that are controlled by
condensers. The EPA believes that this woul d not be consistent
with the Act, which specifies in section 112(d)(3) that for a
source category with 30 or nore sources (such as the transm ssion
and storage source category), the MACT floor for existing sources

shall not be less stringent than the " . . . the average
[imtation achi eved by the best perform ng 12 percent of the
exi sting sources. . . ." The data collected by the EPA indicated

that the average |imtation achieved by the top 12 percent of the
exi sting glycol dehydration units |ocated at natural gas
transm ssion and storage facilities was 95 percent. Furthernore,
the data indicated that the top 12 percent of the existing glycol
dehydration units were controll ed using conbustion or a
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conbi nati on of conbustion and condensation. Therefore, in
accordance wth the statute, the EPA established the MACT fl oor
to be 95 percent for glycol dehydration units |ocated at natural
gas transm ssion and storage facilities, which corresponds to
conbusti on.

Wth regard to the coment regardi ng continuous conpliance,
in the supplenmental notice the EPA did not address the issue of
averagi ng period for condensers in use at transm ssion and
storage facilities. The final subpart HHH al |l ows an owner or
operator that installs a condenser for control of HAP from glyco
dehydration unit process vents to establish conpliance with the
95- percent HAP em ssion reduction on a 30-day rolling average.
In addition, the final subpart HHH all ows the owner or operator
to conply with: (1) 95 percent HAP em ssion reduction,

(2) 20 ppnv outlet HAP concentration for conbustion devices, or
(3) outlet emssions of 1 tpy of benzene. The EPA believes that
the 1 tpy benzene emssion limt and the 30-day averagi ng period
for condensers provides sufficient flexibility for owners and
operators of existing controlled glycol dehydration units.

Comment: Comrenters IV-G 37 and V-G 38 referred to the
proposed rule (63 FR 6288), which provided a 20 ppnmv outl et HAP
concentration |limt for conbustion devices. The commenters
stated that the EPA did not provide rationale for dropping this
l[imtation and requested that it be retained.

Response: The EPA did not drop the 20 ppnmv requirenent for
conbustion devices. The final rule requires owers or operators
to meet: (1) a 95-percent HAP em ssion reduction, (2) a 20 ppnv
outl et HAP concentration [imt for conbustion devices, or (3) a
1 tpy outlet benzene emission limt.

Comment: Commenters V-G 37, V-G 38 ,and | V-G 39 agreed
t hat exenpting glycol dehydration units with actual annual
average natural gas throughputs |ess than 283 thousand n?/day
fromthe control requirenents under subpart HHH was appropri ate.
Commenters IV-G 37 and | V-G 38 stated that they were unaware of
any dehydration units that operate at the higher flow rate that
woul d exceed the HAP em ssion cut-off. In contrast, conmenter
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| V-G 36 stated that a cutoff |level of 10 Mvscf/d woul d provide no
significant relief to the mgjority of conmpanies in the
transm ssi on and storage segnent of the industry. Al though they
supported the change in the level for the cutoff, the commenter
stated that dehydration units of this size would probably be
exenpt fromthe controls based on the criteria for major sources.

Response: The EPA appreciates the commenters' support and
t he EPA believes that the cutoff |level of 10 Mvscf/d, which is
based on the MACT floor determi nation, is appropriate for this
i ndustry. However, commenter |1V-G 36 was incorrect in stating
t hat dehydration units with natural gas throughput |ess than 10
Mvscf/d woul d be exenpt fromcontrols based on the criteria for
maj or source. This statenent is true if the glycol dehydration
unit is the only HAP em ssion source |ocated at the facility.
However, if the facility is determined to be major source due to
t he aggregation of all HAP em ssion sources |ocated at the
facility, then the owner or operator nust conply wth the control
requi renents for each glycol dehydration unit at that facility.
Thus, only glycol dehydration units that have natural gas
t hroughput | ess than 10 Mvscf/d are exenpt from control
requi renents at the major source.

Commenter: Commenter |1V-G 36 referred to Section
(Background) of the supplenmental notice, which indicated that the
original data included a questionnaire to one conpany with 31
gl ycol dehydration units. The commenter stated that they had
assuned that this corresponds to the Septenber 15, 1993 entry
noted in table A-1 of the BID, Questionnaire to CNG Transmn ssion
Cor por ati on.

Response: The commenter's assunption is correct. The EPA
surveyed CNG Transm ssion Corporation and received information
for 31 glycol dehydration units.

Comment: Commenter |V-G 36 reviewed the docket itens |isted
in the suppl enmental notice as containing the information used by
t he Agency to evaluate the transm ssion and storage source
category (A r Docket A-94-04 Nunmbers |IV-E-02, IV-G21, IV-G 22,
and V-G 24 through 32). The information contained in item
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| V-G 26 was deened to be confidential. The comenter stated that
the data they were able to review indicated that there were 89
addi tional glycol dehydration units, 14 of which were noted as
havi ng em ssion controls. The commenter stated that it was

uncl ear how the EPA derived the nunbers presented in Section Il
(MACT Fl oor for Existing Sources) regarding the total nunber of
units and the nunber of controlled units. According to the
commenter, the data they were able to review indicated that there
are a mninmum of 120 dehydration units (instead of the 112
reported by the EPA) of which 14 have been identified as having
controls (instead of 69 as reported by the EPA). Furthernore,
the comenter indicated that there was a di screpancy in the types
of controls being utilized. However, the commenter al so noted
that the data on the original 31 units and the confidenti al

i nformati on contai ned in docket nunber |1V-G 26 were not revi ewed.

Response: The discrepancy in the nunber of units that the
commenter identified and the nunber of units reported in the
suppl enmental notice resulted fromthe information not reviewed by
the comenter including: the confidential information (i.e.,
information contained in site visit reports, and the information
coll ected fromone conpany under the authority of section 114),
the information collected during the devel opnent of the proposal,
as well as the nunber of units for which no information was
submtted as instructed in the section 114 questionnaire.

Table 2.18-1 presents a sunmary of the information collected to
identify the nunber of existing glycol dehydration units and the
types of controls in use. As shown in the table, the EPA used
three sources of information: section 114 questionnaire (data
received 12/93), site visits (conducted in 10/98), and section
114 questionnaires (data received 10/98).

The nunber of glycol dehydration units identified in the
response to the section 114 questionnaire in Decenber 1993 is
contained in the docket (Air Docket A-94-04 nunber I11-D 26).

The data col |l ected under the Cctober 1998 section 114
guestionnaire is also contained in the docket (A r Docket A-94-04
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TABLE 2. 18-1

SUMVARY OF THE | NFORMATI ON COLLECTED FOR GLYCOL DEHYDRATION UNI TS I N THE
NATURAL GAS TRANSM SSI ON AND STORAGE SOURCE CATEGORY

Nunber of
Dehydrati on Nunmber of Dehydration Units that are
Tot al Units for Controll ed (by Control Technol ogy) Number of
Nurber of Wi ch Dehydr ati on
Dehydration | I nformation Conbusti on Units that
Sour ce of Units was Encl osed and are
I nformati on I dentified Provi ded Fl ares | Combusti on [ Condensati on | Condensation | Uncontroll ed
Response to 31 31 21 0 0 0 10
Section 114
guestionnaire
(data received
12/ 93)
Site Visits? 7 7 1 0 1 5 0
Response to 106 76 30 7 6 0 33
Section 114
guestionnaire
(data Becei ved
10/98) 0. C
Tot al 144 114 52 7 7 5 43

than 15 Mvscf/d.

Information contained in docket A-94-04,
46 units and 34 of these are controlled.

4 Five facilities were visited, seven gl ycol dehydration units were identified.

6—94— 04, numbers |V-B-01 through |V-B-05.
Respondents were required to identify all

was greater than 15 Mvscf/d.
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dehydration units and subnmit information for dehydration units whose natural
Two respondents reported information for their dehydration units whose natural
There were 30 dehydration units identified for which no informati on was provided.
itemIV-G 26 represents 61 glycol

gas t hroughput
gas throughput was |ess

of which informati on was provided for



nunbers V-G 24 and I V-G 26 through 32). Respondents to the

Cct ober 1998 section 114 questionnaire were instructed to submt
all information on glycol dehydration units that have natural gas
t hroughputs greater than 15 Mvscf/d. Respondents were al so
instructed that the requested informati on was not required for
each glycol dehydration unit where the natural gas throughput was
| ess than 15 Mvscf/d, but could be submtted if available. The
respondents identified 30 glycol dehydration units that had
natural gas throughputs I ess than 15 Mvscf/d, and no information
was submtted for these units (it should be noted that
informati on was provided for three glycol dehydration units for
whi ch the natural gas throughput was | ess than 15 Mvkscf/d).

In addition, while review ng the nunber of dehydration units
for which the EPA had information, the EPA identified two
addi tional glycol dehydration units, both of which were
controlled (Air Docket A-94-04 nunbers IV-G 21, IV-G 22, and
| V-G 25). Therefore, the total nunber of glycol dehydration
units for which the EPA has information is 114 (conpared to 112
as stated in the January 15 suppl enental notice).

Comment: Comrenters IV-G 36, V-G 37, and V-G 38 referred
to a GRI report® which stated that condensers coul d not
consistently achieve a 95-percent reduction of HAP. The
commenters indicated that this report had been submitted to the
EPA and was included in the regulatory record. Commenters
V-G 37 and 1V-G 38 stated that in the supplenental notice, the
EPA did not present information refuting that condensers nay not
achi eve the proposed HAP em ssion reduction, but had instead
chosen to change the technol ogical basis for the MACT floor for
exi sting and new sour ces.

* The conmenters referred to the followi ng draft report:
"BTEX Em ssion from T&S I ndustry Segnent d ycol Dehydrator."”
July 27, 1998, by Radian International LLC. Conversations with
the commenters (A r Docket A-94-04 nunmbers |V-A-10 and |V-A-11)
indicated that the final report title is "G ycol Dehydrator
Em ssions when Treating Low BTEX Gas." Novenber 5, 1998.
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Commenter |V-G 36 was concerned that the EPA did not
consider all of the information when evaluating the proposed
standards. The commenter stated the information, conpiled by GRI
regardi ng em ssion |levels as functions of gas throughput, gas
tenperature, gas pressure, water content, and BTEX concentration,
was not contained in the docket and should be included and
considered by the EPA. The comrenter indicated that since this
informati on was not referenced in the supplenental notice, it is
likely that the EPA did not give this data due consideration
The comenter stated that the EPA needs to consider all avail able
dat a when establishing industry standards.

Response: The GRI report referred to by the comenters was
not submtted to the EPA and therefore was not included in the
docket prior to the supplenental notice. However, since the
publication of the supplenental notice, the EPA has obtained a
copy of this report, and has reviewed its content (the report is
avail able on the Internet at the foll ow ng address:
http://ww. gri.org/ pub/content/nov/ 19981105/ 115012/ | ow
bt ex_dehys. htnml).

As stated in previous responses, the MACT floor for the
transm ssion and storage source category was devel oped based on
data collected in response to coments on the proposed
subpart HHH, as well as data collected prior to proposal. The
EPA determ ned the MACT floor for this source category to be
95- percent em ssion reduction. Furthernore, at |east 93 percent
of the existing glycol dehydration units that are controlled, for
whi ch the EPA had data (66 dehydration units out of 71 controlled
units) enployed conbustion in some form(i.e., flares, enclosed
conbustion, or a conbination of conbustion and condensati on) and
achi eve at | east a 95-percent em ssion reduction (see
table 2.18 1)

Si nce nost existing sources are controlled using conbustion,
and by providing a 30-day averaging period and a 1-tpy benzene
em ssion limtation, the EPA believes that the commenter's
concerns about condenser perfornmance have been addressed.
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Therefore, the EPA has not made any nodifications to subpart HHH
in response to these coments.

2-239



TECHNICAL REPORT DATA

(Please read Instructions on reverse before completing)

1. REPORT NO. 2.

EPA-453/R-99-004b

3. RECIPIENT'S ACCESSION NO.

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for

5. REPORT DATE

May 1999

Source Categories: Oil and Natural Gas Production and Natural
Gas Transmission and Storage - Background Information for Final
Standards: Summary of Public Comments and Responses

6. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION CODE

7. AUTHOR(S)

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NO.

9. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDRESS

Emission Standards Division (Mail Drop 13)

10. PROGRAM ELEMENT NO.

Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711

11. CONTRACT/GRANT NO.

68-D6-0008

12. SPONSORING AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS
Director
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

13. TYPE OF REPORT AND PERIOD COVERED

Office of Air and Radiation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Research Triangle Park, NC 27711

14. SPONSORING AGENCY CODE

EPA/200/04

15. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

16. ABSTRACT

This document contains a summary of public comments received on the NESHAP for Oil and Natural
Gas Production and Natural Gas Transmission and Storage (40 CFR 63, subparts HH and HHH), which
were proposed on February 6, 1998 (63 FR 6288). This document also provides the EPA’s response to
each comment, and outlines the changes made to the regulation in response to public comments.

17. KEY WORDS AND DOCUMENT ANALYSIS

a. DESCRIPTORS

b. IDENTIFIERS/OPEN ENDED TERMS

c. COSATI
Field/Group

Environmental Protection, Air Pollution Control, Air
Emissions Control, Associated Equipment, Black Oil,
Condensate, Custody Transfer, Equipment Leaks,
Glycol Dehydration Units, Hazardous Air Pollutants,
Hazardous Substances, Natural Gas Transmission and
Storage, Oil and Natural Gas Production
Pipelines, Organic Liquids Distribution (non-gasoline),
Reporting and Recordkeeping Requirements, Storage
Vessels, Tank batteries, Tanks, Triethylene Glycol

Hazardous air pollutants

18. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT

19. SECURITY CLASS (Report)

Unclassified 285
Release Unhmlted 20. SECURITY CLASS (Page) 22. PRICE
Unclassified

EPA Form 2220-1 (Rev. 4-77) PREVIOUS EDITION IS OBSOLETE

21.NO. OF PAGES




